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Title: A Model ooff Antecedents of Work-Family Conflict for Dual-Earner Couples
in the Sandwiched Generation: A Longitudinal Study

This dissertation integrates theory and research in the examination of
o f the

dual-earner couples in the sandwiched
antecedents ooff work-family conflict for dual-eamer
Markel's (1997) study, this
generation. In a continuation oofFrone,
f Frone, Yardly and Markel’s
job and family
dissertation uses longitudinal data to test the mediating effects ooff job
satisfaction variables on the relationship between the antecedent variables and
work-family conflict, and between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work
conflict. Because Frone et al.’s
al.' s 1997 model was examined using cross-sectional
data, this dissertation provides a more stringent test ooff the model ooff the worko f mailed surveys were collected from 234 couples
family interface. Two waves of
(309 couples total returned the first wave ooff survey) to assess the changes over
time. The analytical steps for determining mediating effects in this dissertation
followed suggestions by Baron and Kenny (1986). Two revised models, one for
husbands and one for wives, were developed based on the findings from testing

system
mediating effects, and tested using covariance structural modeling. A system

dynamics model representing work-family conflict was constructed to demonstrate
the feasibility of
o f applying system dynamics to work-family conflict an!1
and other

related problems. The results indicated: (a) some work conditions were indirect
job
predictors of
o f work-to-family conflict and the relationships were mediated by job
satisfaction level, while some showed direct effects on work-to-family conflict and
others showed no effects; (b) for both wives and husbands, this study provided less
support for the relationships between family conditions and family-to-work conflict
compared to the relationships between work conditions and work-to-family
o f job
job satisfaction or family satisfaction on
conflict, and (c) no mediating effects of
the relationships between the two forms of
o f work-family conflict were found for

either husbands or wives, contrary to the indirect relationships suggested by Frone
o f this study are discussed.
et al., 1997. Contributions, implications and limitations of
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CHAPTERI
CHAPTER!
INTRODUCTION

“The principle assumption of
o f systemic thinking is that the impact of
o f changes
"The
o f the multiple systems in which they
can be understood only in the context of
ex am ining the interaction of
o f family and work
occur. This is particularly true in examining

systemsn
systems” (Shellenberger & Hoffman, 1995, p. 461).

A change in the family must be examined in connection with what happens at
work and vice versa. Moreover, changes in both family and work systems must be
o f historical trends, shifts in societal norms, and
seen in the larger contexts of
Hoffman, 1995). Many societal
multigenerational family patterns (Shellenberger & Hoffinan,
trends have dramatically influenced the interaction between family and work. Among

these are the expansion of
o f women’s
o f dual-earner
dual-eamer families, the
women's work roles, the rise of
increase in diverse family structures, as well as the changing work environment
(Offermann, & Gowing, 1990; Shellenberger & Hoffman; Watkins & Subich, 1995).

o f women's
women’s work roles has been one of
o f the most influential
The expansion of
o f all American women were
changes in our society. In fact, in 1960, only 36% of
(U.S.
employed outside the home; by 1988 however, that figure had jumped to 53% (lJ.S.
o f Labor, 1989). In 1994, 75% of
o f all women between the ages of25
o f 25 and
Department of
54 worked (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1995). As expected, the growing presence

2
o f women joining the workforce has resulted in a dramatic rise in the number of dualof

eamer families. Couples have redefined marital norms with respect to work and family
earner
“typical” American family is no longer an employed father and a stay-atlife. The ''typical"

home mother; it now consists of couples where both the mother and the father are
employed outside the home (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).
Furthermore, the two-parent family
fam ily is no longer the statistical norm. Other

family structures, such as single-parent families, stepfamilies, and families with older
relatives at home, have replaced the traditional two-parent family (Shellenberger &
family
Hoffman, 1995). For example, among those different family structures, one fami)y

arrangement includes aging relatives living in the home while their adult children
o f all U.S. households with
work. Findings from a national survey reported that 17.5% of
SO years old (National
a telephone were caring for a relative or friend who was at least 50

o f Retired Persons, 1997). The
Alliance for Caregiving & American Association of
responsibility of
o f maintaining a job, raising children, and caring for older family

members can be overwhelming.
The work environment is also gradually changing. The civil rights movement,
women’s movement, and the needs of employees with families have forced
the women's

businesses to look at the changes around them. Changes in the workplace require a
new style of
o f managemen½
management, one that places human resources on the same level as

financial or other resources (Shellenberger & Hoffman, 1995). However, the changes
are not all better for families.

3
3
“Today’s work world is in a constant state of
o f flux. Our fast-paced economy with
''Today's

job shifts and
all of
o f its rapid technology and changes often requires periodic job
reeducation. Many jobs require extensive travel and frequent relocations.
Constant shifts in business make it unlikely that family members will remain
rem ain in
one job throughout their lifetime. Our unstable economic environment strains
o f economic security, particularly when steady
families and their sense of

employment is threatened"
threatened” (Shellenberger & Hoffinan,
Hoffman, 1995, p.463).
Understanding how both the family and work systems react and adapt to the
o f changes in our society is important.
ever-increasing pace of

As mentioned above, many societal trends have dramatically influenced the
interaction between family and work, such as more women joining the work force,
more dual-earner
dual-eamer families, and more diverse family structures. As a result of
o f these
changes, one issue currently arising is the multigenerational caregiving problem;
people become burdened with the responsibilities of caring for elder parents and
“Sandwiched Generation"
Generation” consists of
children (Loomis & Booth, 1995). This so-called "Sandwiched

middle-aged parents who are caught between their children and their aging parents and
who have commitments to, and responsibilities for, both (Durity, 1991; Raphael &
Schlesinger, 1993).
o f people in the sandwiched generation is hard to calculate. For
The prevalence of
o f the
example, Durity (1991) summarized published studies on the prevalence of
o f 6-40% of
o f the employees of
o f corporations
sandwiched generation and found a range of

4

were in this population. A study by Nichols and Junk (1997), who collected data in
40--65 year-old
o f 40-65
Idaho, Oregon, Utah, and Michigan from a random sample of
o f the population had these dual caregiving
respondents, found that 15% of
responsibilities. Regardless of
o f the exact number of
o f people in this generation, experts

junk, 1997).
all agree that the percentages are bound to grow (Durity, 1991; Nichols & Junk,
Previous research has shown that combinations of
o f caregiving roles can
can be very
m ost difficult situation being to provide
stressful for individuals and families, with the most
m ost people
care for both children and elders (Nichols & Junk, 1997). Furthermore, most

who have both elder and child care responsibilities also have jobs. Adding the
demands of
o f the work role to these multiple cargiving roles can be even more
problematic (Chapman, Ingersoll-Dayton & Neal, 1994). It is not difficult to imagine
w ith this population of people with multiple roles will be
that doing research with

beneficial in extending our knowledge about how people balance work and family. As
dual-earner couples in the
a response to this need, this dissertation focuses on dual-eamer
sandwiched generation as its exclusive sample.
o f the current societal trends is that more and more people are
Another result of
suffering from the conflict simultaneously arising from work and family. This so“Work-Family Conflict"
Conflict” (WFC) is a form of
o f inter-role conflict whereby the role
called ''Work-Family
pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible. WFC has

e.g.,
job
b distress and health problems ((e.g.,
been linked to many negative outcomes, such as jo
o f prior
Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). One limitation of

5
research on
on this topic is that most of the studies have involved cross-sectional research
to examine the causal relationships among WFC, its antecedents (predictors) and
consequences. As a response to this weakness, this dissertation focuses on the
antecedents ooff WFC using a longitudinal research design to test the link. The main
purpose of
o f this study is to test a model ooff the antecedents ofWFC
of WFC using a longitudinal
research design among dual-earner couples in the sandwiched generation.

CHAPTER nII
APPLICATION OF SYSTEMS THEORY
APPLICATJION
o n work-family conflict, a systems perspective is
Before reviewing the literature a,n
taken in order to explain the dynamic irelationship
^relationship between work and family. Today,
more and more people in the systems :!field
Held recognize the importance of
o f balancing
system s approach to analyze the two. For instance,
work-family lives and are using a systems

F±ifth Discipline:
Senge (1994) wrote in his book The Fdfth
"In recent years, I have noticed a considerable increase in concern over the
work-family issue among participants in our Leadership and Mastery program.
Today, 'finding balance betweem my work and my family' is cited as a numberone priority by more attendees titan
tfian any other single issue" (p. 307).
A System A
rchetype of
o f Work-Family Issues
Archetype

Senge (1994) and Kim (1992) described, as a possible system archetype, a model
o f the work-family imbalance. This ar<hetype
archetype is an example of
o f the more general
of

"Success to the Successful" archetype because two reinforcing growth processes were
“each of
o f which tend to fuel increasing levels
live:s, "each
used to represent the work-family livens,
o f success - albeit to competing activities" (Senge, p.308). These processes are
of
represented in the model as loops. The
T h e assumption of this archetype is that the success
o f one loop means that it tends to get m
ore of
o f the resource, which then reduces the
nnore
of

7

success of
o f the other. As seen in Figure 1, the two reinforcing loops of
o f work-family
lives are connected by one feedback loop, such that if resources in one side increase,
such as work, there are less resources available for the other side, home, and vice versa
(Kim). This "Success to the Successful" archetype is intrinsically unstable. Once it
starts to drift one way or another, it tends to continue to drift (Senge). As Senge

mentioned in his book, "conflicts between work and family may be one of the primary
ways through which traditional organiz.ations
organizations limit their effectiveness and ability to
learn" (p. 310). In order to balance people's work and family lives, it is important for
“creating a win-win environment where
organizations to understand the need for "creating

cooperation replaces competition and where creating an environment for success is
individuals” ~
(Kim, p. 24).
more important than trying to identify successful individuals"

Senge (1994) and Kim (1992) used the "Success to the Successful" archetype to
o f this
look at the fixed and competing resources between work and family. The focus of

dissertation is different in that it studies the negative spillover effects of the two forms
o f work-family conflict, Work-to-Family and family-to-work conflicts.
of

Previous research demonstrates that work-family conflict (WFC) is bibi
directional in that work interferes with family (Work-to-Family Conflict), and family
interferes with work (Family-to-Work Conflict) (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This
reciprocal relationship can produce a negative spillover effect from one role to the
other. There is a positive, reciprocal relationship between the two types of WFC (For a
III).
more detailed discussion of WFC, please refer to Chapter ID).

8

F igu re I

Senge’s (1994) System Archetype of
o f Work and Family: Success to the Successful
Senge·s

Desire for
Work Time

Success in Work

-[

V

^ * T rm e in Work

/.
\

S '

o

Tllile
Time in
La Family

S

Desire fot'
for
Doesire
Family Time
FamilvT.ime

Success t11
in. Family
Family
Suc=ss

Direcrioa
S: Same Oir=:::ioa.
O: Opposite Dir.:c:tica.
Direction.
0:

9

Kim (1992) does not adequately
The archetype used by Senge (1994) and Klim
o f WFC. At first glance,
describe the dynamic relationship between the two forms of
o f the two types ofWFC)
of WFC) looks nearly
Figure 2 (the proposed causal-loop diagram of

identical to that used by Senge and Kim, since both consist of two reinforcing growth
processes with a connecting feedback loop between them. Whereas Senge and Kim's
“competing” with each other, Figure 2 shows two
archetype has two reinforcing loops "competingn
“spillover” to each other. The assumption here is that increasing
reinforcing loops that "spillover"
levels of conflict in one loop/role spill over into the other loop/role. As seen in Figure

2, the two reinforcing loops are connected by another reinforcing feedback loop, such
if conflict in one side increases, such as work, it would spill over into the other
that if
o f the other side as well, such as family, and vice versa.
side, increasing the conflict of
o f Work-Family Conflict
A Flow Diagram of

In order to clarify the ideas of this study, in addition to using the causal-loop
o f the two types of
o f WFC
diagram discussed above, which displays the dynamics of
1 is used (see Figure 3) to
(work-to-family and family-to-work conflict), a flow diagram.
diagram1

explain the connecting feedback loop shown in Figure 2, the negative spillover effect,
o f these two foci. A causal-loop diagram cannot provide sufficient detail regarding the
of

negative spillover effect; therefore, using a flow diagram better clarifies the
o f the system. It is more explicit than a causal-loop diagram.
complexity of

Dynamics. 1961,
1961. and is
'1Jay Forester originated the flow diagram in Industrial Dynamics,
presently implemented in several computer modeling packages, including STELLA
which is used here.
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The flow diagram of
o f the negative spillover effects of work-family conflict is
developed by using the STELLA simulation modeling program. The logic behind the
III. Before discussing the flow diagram, an
flow diagram is addressed in Chapter ill.
o f the symbols (blocks) used is in order.
explanation of

of

Stocks :function
function as accumulators. Accumulators serve as barometers o f

conditions within
within a system which indicate how things are. They collect what flows in
and are depleted via outflows. The accumulators in this system are the "level of
o f workto-family conflict" and the "level of
o f family-to-work conflict."
Flows are used to depict changes. If
I f there is a flow of
o f something, there must be

an associated build-up or depletion. The flows in this diagram represent rate of
of
increase or decrease in work-to-family conflict and rate of increase or decrease in
family-to-work conflict.
Converters often function as variables that modify the activities within the
system are
system. Converters calculate outputs from inputs. The converters in this system

those antecedent variables ((e.g.,
e.g., supervisor support, spouse support, job involvement)
o f change.
that affect the rates of
An examination of
o f Figure 3 reveals the complexity of
o f the negative spillover
effect in WFC. The level of
o f work-to-family conflict could serve as an antecedent that

generates more conflict into family-to-work conflict, and vice versa. Thus we see,
there is a circular effect/feedback loop between the two forms ooff WFC.
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This flow diagram explicitly describes the negative spillover effect between the
two types of
o f WFC, which helps to clarify the dynamic relationship between the two
roles. The following chapters examine the specific model being tested, as well as the

hypotheses generated from the model, in greater detail.

n
CHAPTER iIII
WORK.-F AMIL Y CONFLICT
WORK-FAMILY

Work and family comprise the two central systems of adult life, and each offers
a unique point from which to study important qualities of human behavior. It was
once believed that work life was separate from family life. Kanter (1977) has referred

worlds." According to this myth, each domain
to this idea as the "myth
“myth ooff separate worlds.”
world"
operated by its own laws and thus could be studied separately. This "separate
“separate world”
argument is now replaced by the statement that the work and family relationship is

Not
dynamic and reciprocal. N
ot only do factors in the work sphere influence family life
but family matters also have strong effects on work life (Crouter, 1984; Near, Rice,
& Hunt, 1980). A large body ooff research already examines both the impact ooff

(e.g.,
employment on family life and the impact of
o f family life on employment (e.g.,
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This dissertation continues to study the work-to-family
and family-to-work impact, and conducts a longitudinal examination ooff those
impacts.

As mentioned earlier, one way to look at the dynamic relationship between work
and family systems is to examine work-family conflict (WFC), a concept partially
based on the scarcity hypothesis. The scarcity hypothesis assumes that the sum of
of
human energy is fixed, and when a person is involved in multiple roles, these roles

15

tend to drain him/her of
o f energy and inevitably cause stress or inter-role conflict
(Chapman et al., 1994).
Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal defined inter-role conflict as the
“simultaneous
"simultaneous occurrence of two or more sets ooff pressures such that compliance with

other" (1964, p. 19). As
one would make more difficult compliance with the other”
mentioned earlier, Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) have named the conflict between
work and family roles as work-family conflict (WFC) which is a form of inter-role
conflict whereby the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually
incompatible in some respect: one role is made more difficult due to participation in

researchers' definitions oofWFC
the other. As mentioned earlier, other researchers’
f WFC clearly display a
bi-directional conceptualization (e.g., Eagle, Miles & Icenogle, 1997; Frone et al.,

1992; Frone, Yardley & Markel, 1997b; Hammer, Allen & Grigsby, 1997; Netemeyer,
Boles & McMurrian, 1996). This means WFC can be distinguished as work interfering
with family (Work-to-Family Conflict), and family interfering with work (Family-toWork Conflict).
Much research has focused on the antecedents and consequences of WFC.

individual's work or family, such
Previous research has shown that the factors from an individual’s
as long work hours, lack of supervisor support, or having young children at home,
Beute 11, 1985). WFC, as a source ooff stress,
could result in WFC (e.g.,
(e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell,
has been linked to many negative outcomes in both work and family life. For example,

withjob,
many studies have found that WFC has negative relationships with
job, family, and

16

Ahmad, 1996; Aryee, 1992; Higgins,
life satisfaction (Adams, King & King, 1996; AJimad,
Duxbury &
& Irving, 1992; Kossek &
& Ozeki, 199:8). Other outcomes may include
-quit work (Aryee, 1992; Burke, 1988;
absenteeism, lateness to work, and intention to .quit
Goff, Mount & Jamison, 1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995) as well as negative mental
B arnett & Rivers, 1996; Frone et al.,
and physical health problems (Burke, 1988; Bunett
c t al., 1997b;
1997b ; Thomas & Ganster,
1992; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1997a; Frone et

1995).
The understanding of the inter-connection between work and family life has led
o f separati,on
separation between work and family and also
to a decrease in the traditional belief of
has led to a need for organiz.ations
organizations to create new.r,
n ew , or modify existing, policies and
potential consequence is clear: if
programs (e.g., Higgins et al., 1992). One potemtial
a re likely to see further increases in
organizations fail to respond to this need, they are
in absenteeism and turnover and
WFC in their employees, resulting in increases in
orale. In summary, it is important for
r::norale.
job satisfaction, productivity, and m
decreases in job

l>etter understanding of
both organizations and employees to achieve a fcetter
o f WFC in order
o f the individual and the company.
to maintain the health and success of
Since high WFC has been associated with.
withi many negative outcomes, it is
o f conflict between work
important to understand the factors that generate high levels of
Gramrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989).
and family roles (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Gra:nrose,
o f WFC in order
In response to this need, the present study focuses on the predictors of
antecedents of
o f WFC.
to clarify and extend prior research on the antec:edents
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Although many studies have focused on the antecedents oofWFC
f WFC (e.g., Adams et
al., 1996; Aryee, 1992; Burke, 1988; Gutek et al., 1991; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;
Hammer et al., 1997; Loerch, Russell & Ruch, 1989; Thomas & Ganster, 1995), none
ooff them has examined these antecedents together in one model in a longitudinal study.

Two models ooff WFC proposed by Frone et al. in 1992 and by Frone et al. in 1997 have
been chosen as the theoretical basis for the proposed study. The details of
o f the two
models and the reasons these two models have been chosen are discussed below.
Two Integrative Models ooff the Work-Family Interface

al. 's 1992 model
Frone et al.’s
In 1992, Frone et al. developed and tested a comprehensive model of
o f the work-

family interface. The reason their model was chosen as the basis for this study is
because it extended prior research by explicitly distinguishing between work

interfering with family (Work-to-Family) and family interfering with work (Family-toWork) conflict. Their model was tested with structural equation modeling techniques
(Bender’ss 1989 EQS—
structural equations program) using cross-sectional data
EQS-structural
(Bentler'
obtained from a random sample oof613
f 613 individuals.
Results were strongly supportive, showing that (a) the antecedents they chose,
i.e., job involvement and job stressors, were directly and positively related to work-tofamily conflict; (b) family involvement and family stressors were directly
direcdy and
positively related to family-to-work conflict; and (c) there was a positive, direct,
reciprocal relationship between these two types of
o f conflict.
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Frone et al.'s
al.’s 1997 model

al's 1992 model and developed another
Prone et al. extended Frone et al’s
In 1997, Frone
o f the work-family interface (Figure 4 is a representation of
o f the
integrative model of
antecedent part of their model). The biggest difference between the two models is that

the 1992 study hypothesized that the relationships between work-to-family conflict
and Family-to-Work Conflict, and between WFC and their antecedent variables, are
direct, while the 1997 study hypothesized that these relationships are indirect.
o f data was obtained from a sample of372
o f 372
In the 1997 study, one wave of

employed adults who were married and/or parents. Structural equation modeling
(Bender’ss 1995 EQS—
structural equations program) was used to test the model and
EQS-structural
(Bentler'

the results were supportive.
al.’ss (1997b) model was choseI:!.
chosen as the basis for this study is
The reason Frone et al.'

because this model extended prior research in several ways. First, it examined the
mediating processes that link these two types (Work-to-Family and Family-to-Work)
o f WFC. Frone et al.'
al.’ss (1997b) results supported their hypotheses that there is an
of

indirect, rather than a direct, reciprocal relation between work-to-family conflict and
family-to-work conflict. They showed that work-to-family conflict indirectly leads to
overload, family-to-work
family-to-work conflict via family distress and family overload.

conflict indirectly leads to work-to-family conflict via work distress and work
overload. These key mediating variables link the work domain with the family domain
o f WFC.
and demonstrate the bi-directional nature ofWFC.
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betwe~n proximal (i.e., direct) predictors
Second, the authors drew a distinction between

and distal (i.e., indirect) predictors. They illustrated that proximal predictors, such as
job dissatisfaction, mediate the relationship between distal predictors, such as

supervisor support, and WFC. This concept extended prior research which tested only
o f antecedents to WFC (Adams et al., 1996; Frone et al., 1992).
the direct relations of

This concept implies that there may be some mediators between antecedents and
WFC.
Third, Frone et al.'
al.’ss (1997b) findings provide a new
new understanding of
o f the
lbird,
relation between WFC and satisfaction variables. Some studies have found a positive

e.g., Higgins et al.,
relationship between WFC and work and family satisfaction ((e.g.,
allow researchers to
1992). Although cross-sectional and correlational data do not allow

draw causal inferences from tested variables, most researchers have assumed that
o f WFC (Adams et al., 1996;
work- and family-related satisfaction levels are outcomes ofWFC
Aryee, 1992). Frone et al.'s
al.’s study is the first published research to treat work- and

family-related satisfaction effects (e.g., distress or dissatisfaction) as predictors, rather
than outcomes, of WFC. Frone et al.'
al.’ss findings support their hypothesis that family
than
o f family-to-work conflict. Conversely, work
distress/dissatisfaction is a predictor of

distress/dissatisfaction is a predictor ooff work-to-family conflict. Although they
conducted cross-sectional research, not longitudinal research, to test this proposed
o f the relationship between WFC
causal relationship, they proposed a new meaning of

job and family satisfaction variables.
and job
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o f Frone et al's
al’s Two Models
Limitations of

the1992
With
f Frone et al's
al’s two models. W
ith regard to the
1992
There are some limitations oofFrone
study, first, as the authors themselves mentioned, although their model was
o f cross-sectional,
conceptualized in terms of putative causes and effects, the use of

correlational data does not allow them to draw causal inferences concerning the
job
various hypothesized relationships. Second, in that study, they chose only job
involvement, family involvement, job
job stressors and family stressors as direct
o f WFC. A broader set of
o f predictors of WFC could be examined.
predictors of
o f Frone et al.'s
al.’s (l997b)
(1997b) study, first, the authors
Regarding the limitations ofFrone

assessed only the distal predictors ooff social support to examine the indirect relations to
WFC. There are many other predictors, such as work schedule characteristics or family
characteristics, which may be potential indirect predictors as well. Second, the
research participants were employed adults who were married and/or parents. Some
fam ily domain pressures, such as elder care problems, were not tested in their model.
family

997 study as in their earlier 1992 study: that
Third, the same concern arises in this l1997
cross-sectional data cannot prove the causality for the proposed inferential
relationship.
997 study hypothesized the mediating
Furthermore, although Frone et al.'s l1997
processes that linked these relationships, the data analysis procedure used in this 1997
study, testing the fit of
o f one model to the data, was not able to establish the mediating
effects. As Baron and Kenny’s
Kenny's (1986) study clarified, a given variable functions as a
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mediator to the extent that it accounts for the relationship between the predictor and
the outcome variables. In order to support a mediating effect, the following conditions
must hold: (1) variations in levels of
o f the independent variable significantly account for
variations in the presumed mediator; (2) variations in the mediator significantly
account for variations in the dependent variable; and (3) when both the impact of
o f the
independent variable on the mediator and the impact of the mediator on the dependent
variable are controlled, a previously significant relation between the independent and
dependent variables is no longer significant (please refer to the method section for
further discussion).
Proposed Model
Frone et al.'
al.’ss 1992 and 1997 results, specifically to focus
This dissertation uses Prone
o f this study is
on the antecedents of WFC as its theoretical bases. The main purpose of
o f work-family conflict for dual-earner
dual-eamer couples in
to widely explore the antecedents of

the sandwiched generation, and to conduct longitudinal research in order to test the
indirect relationships. The conceptual model which guides the present research is
shown in Figure 5. In outlining the model, domain-specific satisfaction level is
discussed as a possible mediator between antecedents and WFC.
"WFC. Next, the hypotheses
concerning the predictors of
o f WFC from the work side of
o f the model are summarized
followed by hypotheses regarding the predictors oofWFC
f WFC from the family side. Then
the bi-directional nature of WFC is discussed. Finally, the importance ooff examining
the influence of
o f gender effect is addressed.
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Domain-specific Satisfaction Level {Mediator)
(Mediator')

direct) predictors
al.’ss (1997b) study, proximal ((direct)
As mention earlier, in Frone et al.'
o f distal (indirect) predictors of
o f WFC. One
were proposed to mediate the relationship of
o f the mediators examined by Frone et al. was domain-specific psychological
of
(job satisfaction and family satisfaction). In this study, domainsatisfaction level Gob
specific satisfaction level continues to be tested as a mediator between distal predictors

Beutell's (1985)
and WFC. This relationship is also consistent with Greenhaus and Beutell’s
o f strain-based predictors and the model of
o f WFC developed by Williams and
notion of

Alliger (1994). For example, Greenhaus and Beutell hypothesized that rolecharacteristic strain or distress that an individual experiences undermines an
individual’s ability or willingness to meet the obligations of
o f other roles. Williams and
individual's
Alliger found that high levels of
o f family distress predicted high levels of
o f family-toof
work conflict, although they failed to find that work distress predicted higher levels of
al.’s (1997b) study also demonstrated the mediating
work-to-family conflict. Frone et al.'s
o f role-related satisfaction between distal predictors and WFC. They found that
effects of

work distress/dissatisfaction was positively and directly related to work-to-family
conflict, whereas family distress/dissatisfaction was positively and directly related to
family-to-work conflict.
Based on previous :findings,
findings, domain-specific satisfaction level is proposed as a
mediator between distal predictors and WFC, which affects the relationships of
o f distal

predictors to WFC.
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Predictors of
o f Work-Family
Work-Familv Conflict
As discussed above, the main purpose of this study is to widely explore the
o f work-family conflict for dual-earner
dual-eamer couples in the sandwiched
antecedents of

generation. Furthermore, a longitudinal research design is used to test the indirect
relationships between the predictors and WFC through the mediating effect of
o f domaino f predictors, work-related condition variables and
specific satisfaction levels. The sets of

family-related condition variables, examined in this study are discussed below.
Work-Related Condition Variables
Previous research suggests some work variables may affect individuals'
individuals’ level of
of
work-to-family conflict: (a) workplace support, (b) work role stressors, (c)job
(c) job
involvement, and (d) work schedule characteristics (e.g., Aryee, 1992; Burke, 1988;
Greenhaus et al., 1989). The indirect relationships between these predictors and workto-family conflict are tested in this study (see Figure 6).
o f assistance or
Workplace support. Workplace support refers to the provision of
o f helping employees meet their
advice from the workplace with the intent of

responsibilities or needs (e.g., Bowen, 1998; Frone et al., 1997b). There has been
o f workplace support on work-to-family conflict
much research on the direct effect of
(e.g., Adams et al., 1996; Goff et al., 1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). For instance,
(e.g.,
Goff
G
off et al. found that supervisor support was negatively related to a measure ooff workto-farnily conflict.
to-family

7
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While some researchers have explored the direct effect ooff workplace support on
WFC, others have assessed the indirect effect ooff workplace support on WFC (e.g.,
Frone et al., 1997b; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). For example, Frone et al. found an
indirect effect ooff workplace (supervisor and co-worker) support variables on WFC via
distress, time commitments, and overload. Thomas and Ganster (1995) also found

supervisor support had indirect effects through employee perceptions ooff control over
job
work on WFC. As mentioned above, for the purpose of
o f simplicity, this study uses job
satisfaction as the sole mediator between indirect predictors and WFC.
To date, no study has conducted longitudinal research to test the indirect
relationships between workplace support and WFC. In this dissertation, supervisor

support is used to represent the concept of workplace support.
Hypothesis 1:
I: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between supervisor support
job
b satisfaction
and work-to-family conflict; such that as supervisor support increases, jo

b satisfaction level increases, work-to-family conflict decreases.
job
level increases, as jo
— ^ work-to-family conflict.)
(Supervisor support + :^:, Job Satisfaction ~

job demands,
Work role stressors. Some work setting characteristics, such as job
lead to sources ooff work stress which have been shown to produce symptoms ooff strain,
such as tension, irritability, anxiety, and fatigue; thus, they are called work role
stressors (e.g.,
(e.g., Burke, 1988). The direct relationships ooff work role stressors and
work-to-family conflict have been supported by many studies (e.g., Aryee, 1992;
Frone et al., 1992). Prior research has confirmed the positive, direct relationships
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between work role stressors and work-to-family conflict (e.g., Greenhaus, Bedeian, &

Mossholder, 1987). Barnett and Brennan (1995) used Job Role Quality scales to

job
measure seven potential job stressors. They found that skill discretion and job
job stressors that are related to psychological distress. This study focuses
demands are job
on those two stressors to measure this concept.
o f work role stressors on
No published research has tested the indirect effects of
o f using job satisfaction as a mediator,
work-to-family conflict. Regarding the issue of

job
some studies have found that work role stressors have negative effects on job
e.g., Aryee, 1992; Frone et al., 1992). This study tests the possible
satisfaction ((e.g.,
job
o f work role stressors on work-to-family conflict through job
indirect effects of
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2a: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between lack of
o f skill
o f skill discretion increases.
increases,
discretion and work-to-family conflict; such that as lack of

job
jo
b satisfaction level decreases, as jo
b satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family
job
o f skill discretion~Job
discretion
Job Satisfactio~
Satisfaction -y work-to-family
conflict increases. (Lack of

conflict.)
and
job
Hypothesis 2b: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between jo
b demands and
job
b demands increases, level decreases.
decreases, as jo
b
job
work-to-family conflict; such that as jo
Demands~
satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family conflict increases. (Job Demands
—^ Job
Satisfaction -— work-to-family conflict.)
>
~
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Job involvement. Job involvement is conceptualized as a psychological response
to one’s
one's current work role. It is defined as the degree to which a person identifies
person's self-image
job to the person’s
psychologically with the job, and the importance of
o f the job

and self-concept (Higgins et al., 1992; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Yogev & Brett, 1985).
e.g.,
It has been shown that the salience attached to a life role exacerbates WFC ((e.g.,

Adams et al., 1996; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al.,
1989; Hammer et al., 1997). This is because life role salience and the desire to be

successful in that life role may induce one to devote more time and energy to that role

I 992).
and neglect other roles, thereby making one susceptible to stress (Aryee, 1992).
Higgins et al. (1992) summarized two possible reasons for the associations
Pleck's (1979)
between role involvement and WFC conflict. First, they summarized Pleck’s

work (as cited in Higgins et al., 1992) which said that psychological involvement in a
“sensitizer,” making one more aware or sensitive to problems
role acts primarily as a "sensitizer,"
or family) he or
within that role. Thus, if one were highly involved in his/her work ((or
she would be sensitive to problems within that role and would consequently

experience increased conflict which would result in a higher level of WFC. Second, as
o f role involvement can lead to role
Greenhaus et al. and Pleck suggested, high levels of
overload. Role overload, a major component of role conflict, exists when the demands
on a person are too great for that person to perform his/her roles adequately. This
implies that a high level of
o f work (or family) involvement can lead to role overload,
and therefore cause a higher level of
o f WFC.
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Prior research studies have suggested that the ~~absorptiveness"
“absorptiveness” ooff jobs and one's
one’s
emotional involvement in one•
one’ss job
o f intrusion of
o f work
job represent a potential source of
into the family domain (Greenhaus et al., 1989). Employees with high levels of
o f job
involvement who are preoccupied with their jobs and who are concerned about
achieving success in their career are likely to devote increased effort and energy to the

work role at the expense of
o f their family role. Therefore, these employees might
experience increased work-related stress and possibly WFC. Evidence ooff this stress is
provided in studies that reported positive relationships between job involvement and
work-to-family conflict (e.g., Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985;

Greenhaus et al., 1989; Hammer et al., 1997). For instance, Hall and Richter (1988)
with
pointed out that individuals who are more involved w
ith the work role have higher

work-to-family conflict because they are more likely to bring work problems home
with them. Thus, the highly work-involved individual would devote personal time and

o f family participation, thereby increasing the potential
attention to work at the cost of
for work-to-family conflict.
No published research has assessed the indirect effects of
o f job involvement on
job satisfaction as a mediator, on
work-to-family conflict. Regarding the issue ooff using job

the one hand, it could be argued that since high job involvement has already been
shown to be associated with increased stress and higher work-to-family conflict, the
relationship between job
job involvement and job satisfaction would be negative.
However, it is possible that role involvement may lead to a sense of
o f competence, and
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thus to higher levels of
o f role satisfaction. Prior research has shown that there is a
job involvement and job satisfaction by way of
o f increased
positive relationship between
betweenjob
perceived work-related mastery (Frone et al., 1992; Sekaran, 1989).
Because of
o f these uncertainties and the absence of
o f extensive prior research, it is
predicted that job involvement is related to work-to-family conflict mediated by job
satisfaction level, but no predictions of
o f the direction of these relationships are made.

Hypothesis 3: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship betweenjo
job
b involvement and
(Job involvement ? ^ Job Satisfaction --~ work-to-family
work-to-family conflict. {Job
---3►

~

conflict.)
Work schedule characteristics. Two work schedule characteristics, number of
o f schedule control,
hours worked per week and work schedule inflexibility or lack of
have typically been examined in previous studies on WFC ((e.g.,
e.g., Aryee, 1992;
etal.,
al.,
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus et al., 1989; Hammer et al., 1997; Pleck et
o f hours worked per week has been shown to be positively related to
1980). Number of
o f hours worked
work-to-family conflict (e.g., Aryee, 1992). In addition to the number of
o f time or freedom one
per week, work schedule inflexibility might affect the amount of
has to attend to family demands and therefore, increase work-to-family conflict
(Greenhaus et al., 1989; Pleck et al., 1980).
While some researchers explored the direct effects of work schedule
characteristics on WFC, others started to assess the indirect effect ooff work schedule
characteristics on WFC. For example, Thomas and Ganster (1995) found the variable
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o f flexible schedule had an indirect effect through employee perceptions of
o f control
of

over work on WFC.
job satisfaction level can be another mediator that
This study proposes that job
affects the relationships between work schedule characteristics and work-to-family
conflict. This study conducts longitudinal research to test the indirect effects of
number of
o f hours worked per week and lack of schedule control on work-to-family

conflict through job satisfaction level.
Hypothesis 4a: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between number of
o f hours
worked per week and work-to-family conflict; such that as number of
o f hours worked

job satisfaction level
per week increases, jo
b satisfaction level decreases, as job
job
o f hours worked per wee4
week
decreases, work-to-family conflict increases. (Number of
Job Satisfaction
-v,
Sa(fsfactio~

work-to-family conflict.)

Hypothesis 4b: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between lack of
o f schedule
o f schedule control increases,
control and work-to-family conflict; such that as lack of
jo
b satisfaction level decreases, as job
job satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family
job

work-to-family
Satisfaction~ work-to-family
o f schedule contro4
control
Job
JobSatisfaction
conflict increases. (Lack of
conflict.)
Family-Related Condition Variables
Previous research has revealed that certain family variables affect family-to-

work conflict: (a) family support, (b) family role stressors, (c) family characteristics,

and (d) family involvement (e.g., Aryee, 1992; Loerch et al., 1989). The longitudinal
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research incorporates family-related variables to test the indirect relationships between

these predictors and WFC through family satisfaction level (see Figure 7). Family
individual's family
support. Family support refers to the provision of assistance by an individual’s
with the intent of
o f helping that person meet his or her responsibilities or needs (e.g.,
1997b).
Frone et al., 1997b
). Some studies have found a negative, direct relationship between

family support and WFC ((e.g.,
e.g., Adams et al., 1996; Aryee, 1992; Loerch et al., 1989).
Aryee, for example, found spouse support showed a significant negative relationship
with family-to-work conflict. The more family support an individual received, the less
likely he or she experienced WFC.
While some researchers have explored the direct effect family support has on
o f family support on
family-to-work conflict, others have assessed the indirect effect of

family-to-work conflict. For example, Frone et al. (1997b) found an indirect effect of
of
family support on family-to-work conflict via distress, time commitments, and
overload. As mentioned above, for the purpose of simplicity, this study uses family
satisfaction as the sole mediator, which affects other predictors on the WFC. In this
dissertation, two sub categories, spouse support with childcare and spouse support
with parent care are chosen to measure family support.
Hypothesis 5a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between and
fam ily-toandfamily-tofamily
work conflict; such that as spouse support with childcare increases, fam
ily satisfaction
level increases, as fam
family
family-to-work
ily satisfaction level increases, fam
ily-to-work conflict
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family-toSatisfactio~ fam
decreases. (Spouse support with childcare ~
+ ^ Family Satisfaction
ily-towork conflict.)
Hypothesis 5b: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between spouse support
with parent care and family-to-work conflict; such that as spouse support with parent

family
care increases, fam
ily satisfaction level increases, as fam
ily satisfaction level
family
car~
increases, family-to-work conflict decreases. (Spouse support with parent care
-k,
- family-to-work conflict.)
Family Satisfaction —
—
>
~
off
Family roie
role stressors. Family role stressors, which may produce symptoms o
anxiety, fatigue, and tension, have been shown to contribute to family-to-work conflict
(e.g., Frone et al. 1992). For example, prior research has shown that negative
(e.g. Aryee,
experiences in the parent or spouse roles and large parental demands (e.g.
1992; Pleck et al., 1980) contribute to family-to-work conflict.

No published research has tested the indirect effects ooff family role stressors on
family-to-work conflict. Regarding the issue of
o f using family satisfaction as a mediator,
some studies have found that family role stressors have negative effects on family
( e.g., Aryee, 1992; Frone et al., 1992). Since our participants all are dualsatisfaction (e.g.,

eamer
earner couples in the sandwiched generation who have multiple roles with potential
multiple role stressors,
s·..ressors, those family stressors tested in this dissertation are parent care
stress, parenting stress, and spousal stress.

Hypothesis 6a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between parent care

family
stress and family-to-work conflict; such that as parent care stress increases, fam
ily
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satisfaction level decreas:es,
decreases, as fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, family-to-work
family
(Paremt care stress~
stress
Family Satisfactio~
Satisfaction -y fam
ily-to-work
family-to-work
conflict increases. (Parel'lt

conflict.)
Hypothesis 6b: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between parenting stress
and family-to-work conflict; such that as parenting stress increases.family
increases, fam ily
andfamily-to-workconjliict;
satisfaction level decreaszes,
ily satisfaction level decreases, family-to-work
family
decreas:es, asfam
(Paremting stress_=:J?amily
stress
Family Satisfaction-==::,[amily-to-work
Satisfaction —y family-to-work
conflict increases. (Parer1ting

conflict.)
Hypothesis 6c: Family SQltisfaction
satisfaction mediates the relationship between spousal stress
and family-to-work conj[Tict;
confluct; such that as spousal stress increases, fam
ily satisfaction
family
m ily satisfaction level decreases, family-to-work coriflict
conflict
family
level decreases, asfa
f amily Satisfaction
Satisfactio~ family-to-work conflict.)
stres!S~amily
increases. (Spousal stress
Fam ily involvememt.
involvement. Yogev and Brett (1985) defined family involvement as the
Family

individwals are identified psychologically with their family roles, the
degree to which individuals
o f the
th e family to individuals'
individuals’ self-image and self-concept, and the
relative importance of
individuals’ commitment
c o m m itm ent: to their family. Previous research has demonstrated that
individuals'
family involvement is positively
po:sitively and directly related to increased family-to-work

9'96; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Kopelman, 1981; Loerch
conflict (Adams et al., l19*96;

et al., 1989).
No published resea:rch
reseazrch has assessed the indirect effects of
o f family involvement on
Regarding the issue of
o f using family satisfaction as a mediator,
family-to-work conflict. :Regarding
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on the one hand, it could be argued that since high family involvement has already
been shown to be associated with increased stress and higher family-to-work conflict,

the relationship between family involvement and family satisfaction would be
of
negative. However, it is possible that role involvement may lead to a sense of
competence, and thus, higher levels of
o f role satisfaction. Indeed, prior research has

shown that there is a positive relationship between family involvement and family
satisfaction (Frone et al., 1992).
o f the absence of
o f extensive prior research, it is predicted that family
Because of
o f family
involvement is related to family-to-work conflict, mediated by level of
o f these relationships is made.
satisfaction, but no prediction regarding the direction of

family
Hypothesis 7: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between fam
ily
? F amily Satisfaction
involvement andfamily-to-work conflict. (Family involvement ~amily

-— family-to-work conflict.)
—
>
~
Family characteristics. Various family characteristics have been shown to be
related to WFC (Aryee, 1992; Beutell & Greenhaus, 1982; Goff et al., 1990). For
o f children have been demonstrated to be a determinant
example, the number and ages of
o f family-to-work conflict (Loerch et al., 1989). Netemeyer et al. (1996) suggested
of
that people with more children (at home) must
m ust adjust their demands, time, and

emotion between the work and family more than people who have fewer or no
o f children at home should be positively correlated with
children. Thus, the number of

family-to-work conflict. For the same reason, it is not difficult to imagine that the
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number of
o f parents (including parents-in-law) in need of care would be positive

correlated with family-to-work conflict.
To date, no study has conducted longitudinal research to test the indirect
relationships between potentially stress-causing family characteristics and family-towork conflict. These characteristics may be indirectly related to family-to-work
o f satisfaction. Since the participants in this study are the
conflict through the level of
of
sandwiched generation who provide care to both children and elder parents, number of
o f elder parents in need of
o f care are selected to represent the
children and number of
o f stress-causing family characteristics.
concept of
Hypothesis 8a:
Ba: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between number ooff
children and
andfamily-to-work
o f children increases,
family-to-work conflict; such that as number of
fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, as fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, family-tofamily
family
o f children~amily
children —^F amily Satisfactio~
Satisfaction
family-towork conflict increases. (Number of

work conflict.)
Hypothesis 8b: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between number of
of
parents in need of
o f care and
andfamily-to-work
o fparents in
in
family-to-work conflict; such that as number of

family
o f care increases, fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, as fam
ily satisfaction level
family
need of
parents in need of
decreases, family-to-work conflict increases. (Number of
ofparents
o f car~
care
Family Satisfaction--=::,.family-to-work
Satisfaction —^ family-to-work conflict.)
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The Bi-directional Nature ooff Work-Family Conflict
There has been much research that supports the bi-directional nature ooff WFC,
Work-to-Family and family-to-work conflict (e.g., Frone et al. 1992; Frone et al.,
1997b; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). For example, in 1992, Frone et al. showed a

positive, direct, reciprocal relationship between the two types (Work-to-Family and
al.'s (1997b) study, the two WFC
Family-to-Work) oofWFC.
f WFC. Furthermore, in Frone et al.’s

measures, were reciprocally and indirectly related to each other via role overload and
role distress. This study tests the indirect relationships between work-to-family
al.' s work. For the
conflict and family-to-work conflict, in a continuation of Frone et al.’s

purpose of simplicity, the mediator for this model is the domain-specific satisfaction
level, which consists ooff job satisfaction on the one hand and family satisfaction on the
other. This part ooff the model is shown in Figure 8. More specifically, this study tests
dual-earner couples in the sandwiched generation.
the bi-directional nature ooff WFC for dual-eamer

Hypothesis 9a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between work-to-family
and family-to-work conflict; such that work-to-family conflict increases,
conflict andfamily-to-work
increases,
family
family
fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, as fam
ily satisfaction level decreases, family-to-

work conflict increases. (Work-to-Family Conflict
-v ,
Conjlic~ Family Satisfaction
Satisfaction~
family-to-work conflict.)
Hypothesis 9b: Work satisfaction mediates the relationship betweenfamily-to-work
between family-to-work
b
conflict and work-to-family conflict; such thatfamily-to-work conflict increases, jo
job

satisfaction level decreases, as job satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family conflict

Eigure
8
Figure 8.
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(Family-to-W ork Conflic~
Conflict —y Job Satisfaction~
Satisfaction —^ work-to-family
increases. (Family-to-Work

conflict.)

The Effect of Gender
As the American workforce becomes more diverse, with more women working
outside of
o f their homes (Offerman & Gowing, 1990; Frone et al., 1992), knowledge

regarding gender differences in WFC dynamics is very important. Prior research on
work-family issues shows no consistent results of a gender effect. For example, Gutek
al.’s (1991) study found that gender role expectations muted the relationship
et al.'s
of
between hours expended and perceived WFC, and gender interacted with number of
al.’s 1992 study showed no gender
hours worked and WFC. However, Frone et al.'s

difference in its model of
o f WFC. For exploratory purposes, the influence of
o f gender on
this model is examined. The proposed model is run separately on husbands and wives
and parameter estimates are compared.
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SUMMARY OF THE HYPOTHESES
o f the hypotheses tested in this dissertation:
The following is a summary of

Hypothesis 1: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between supervisor
support and work-to-family conflict, such that as supervisor support increases,
job satisfaction level increases, and as job satisfaction level increases, work-todecreases, (supervisor support
family conflict decreases.

➔

job
^ w work-too r k - to job satisfaction ~

family conflict.)
o f skill
Hypothesis 2a: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between lack of

discretion and work-to-family conflict, such that as lack of
o f skill discretion
increases, job
job satisfaction level decreases, and as job satisfaction level decreases,
work-to-family conflict increases.
increases, (lack of
o f skill discretion - job satisfaction —
—^
➔

^
➔

work-to-family conflict.)

Hypothesis 2b:
2b: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between job demands
and work-to-family conflict, such that as job demands increases, job satisfaction
level decreases, and as job satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family conflict
increases, Gob
(job Demands➔job
job satisfaction —
-^work-to-family
~
work-to-family conflict.)
increases.
Hypothesis 3: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
betweenjob
job
involvement and work-to-family conflict,
conflict. (job involvement
satisfaction ➔ work-to-family conflict.)

4?_^ job
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Hypothesis 4a: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between number of
of
hours worked per week and work-to-family conflict, such that as number of
of
hours worked per week increases, job satisfaction level decreases, and as job
job
satisfaction level decreases, work-to-family conflict increases.
increases, (number of
o f hours
week
job
worked per wee4
job satisfaction

~

work-to-family conflict.)

of
Hypothesis 4b: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between lack of

schedule control and work-to-family conflict, such that as lack of
o f schedule
control increases, job satisfaction level decreases, and as job
job satisfaction level
decreases, work-to-family conflict increases.
increases, (lack of
o f schedule control ➔ job
job
—^ work-to-family conflict.)
satisfaction ~

Hypothesis 5a: Family
Fam ily satisfaction mediates the relationship between spouse
conflict, such that as spouse support
support with childcare and family-to-work conflici

with childcare increases, family satisfaction level increases, and as family
satisfaction level increases, family-to-work conflict decreases.
decreases, (spouse support
-t-^ family satisfaction ➔family-to-work
with childcare ➔
family-to-workconflict.)
conflict.)
5b: Family
Fam ily satisfaction mediates the relationship between spouse
Hypothesis Sb:

support with parent care and family-to-work conflict, such that as spouse support
with parent care increases, family satisfaction level increases, and as family
satisfaction level increases, family-to-work conflict decreases,
decreases. (spouse support

with parent care ➔ family satisfaction —
family-to-work conflict.)
=-Jamily-to-work
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Hypothesis 6a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between parent care
stress and family-to-work conflict, such that as parent care stress increases,
family satisfaction level decreases, and as family satisfaction level decreases,
family-to-work conflict increases,
^family satisfaction —)^
increases. (parent care stress —)family
family-to-work conflict.)
Hypothesis 6b: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between parenting
stress and family-to-work conflict, such that as parenting stress increases, family
satisfaction level decreases, and as family satisfaction level decreases, family-to➔family-to
work conflict increases.
increases, (parenting stress ^~ family satisfaction ^^fam
ily -to -

work conflict.)
Hypothesis 6c: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between spousal
stress and family-to-work conflict, such that as spousal stress increases, family
satisfaction level decreases, and as family satisfaction level decreases, family-towork conflict increases,
increases. (spousal stress

➔

family-to
➔
family satisfaction •^
fam
ily -to -

work conflict.)
Hypothesis 7: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between family
2_i>family
conflict. (family involvement 4family
involvement and family-to-work conflict,

satisfaction

➔ family-to-work

conflict.)

number
Hypothesis 8a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between num
ber ooff
children and family-to-work conflict, such that as number ooff children increases,
family satisfaction level decreases, and as family satisfaction level decreases,
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family-to-work conflict increases.
increases, (number ooff children ~ family satisfaction

—)s, family-to-work conflict.)
Hypothesis 8b: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between number of
of
parents in need of
o f care and family-to-work conflict, such that as number of
of
parents in need of
o f care increases, family satisfaction level decreases, and as

increases. (number of
family satisfaction level decreases, family-to-work conflict increases,
of
parents in need of
o f care
—^ family satisfaction ^➔ family-to-work conflict.)
care➔

Hypothesis 9a: Family satisfaction mediates the relationship between work-tofamily conflict and family-to-work conflict, such that work-to-family conflict
increases, family satisfaction level decreases, and as family satisfaction level
increases, (work-to-family conflict ➔
—^
decreases, family-to-work conflict increases.

family satisfaction

➔

family-to-work conflict.)

Hypothesis 9b: Work satisfaction mediates the relationship between family-towork conflict and work-to-family conflict, such that family-to-work conflict

job satisfaction level decreases,
increases, job satisfaction level decreases, and as job
work-to-family conflict increases.
increases, (family-to-work conflic4
conflict
job satisfaction
—
v, work-to-family conflict.)
~

CHAPTER IV
C:HAPTERIV
METHOD

::Participants
Tarticipants
This dissertation was conductedl as part ooff a larger research project on work and
family issues. Selection criteria for participation
prurticipation in the study included: (1) one person
in the couple worked full time and th
e other worked at least 20 hours per week, (2) the
the
n e year, (3) they had one or more children aged
couple had lived together for at least oone
(<4) together they spent a total ooff at least 3 hours
18 or under living in the household, (4)
per week caring for a frail or disabled parent, (5) both members in the couple were
willing to participate in the study (to fill out the mailed survey), and (6) the couples
earned a minimum
of $40,000 per yeair
yeaar (median income for all families; Bureau ooff
minimum of$40,000
Labor Statistics, 1995). The last criterion was established in order to meet the specific

interest ooff the funding agency.
Procedure
Recruitment of the participants c::onsisted
consisted ooff identifying potential participants
from across the continental U.S., via telephone
ti,elephone screening interviews conducted by
trained interviewers. The screening inrterviews were completed using a Computer
Assisted Telephone Interview lab. T
h e interviews were conducted during the evening
The

Vloiw'eekends. The sample consisted ooff a purchased
on weekdays, and during the day on weekends.
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list of
o f telephone numbers of
o f households in the continental U.S. with household head

ages 30 to 60.
Each completed screening interview took approximately three minutes. A total
o f 33,037 phone calls were made to 8,787 telephone numbers. Through the telephone
of33,037

screening interviews, 741 couples were identified as meeting the screening criteria.
These households represent 8.97% ooff the 8,268 apparently working and non-working

Off
numbers, or 13.3% of
o f the 5,565 households with whom interviews were completed. O
the 741 couples, 587 couples stated they were willing to consider to participate in a
mailed survey. Packages containing two cover letters, two surveys, and two postagepaid envelopes (one for each member ooff the couple) were sent to these couples. In

1998, most surveys were mailed between January and March with some second and
even third sets mailed as late as July. The first wave ooff surveys was returned as early

as February and as late as July, with most surveys returned in March 1998. Surveys
from both members ooff 309 couples were returned and met the criteria for this study,
for a return rate ooff 53% of
o f the 587 couples who received surveys and 41.7% (308
couples out of
741) of
o f the households who originally were identified to meet the
of741)
criteria.
One year later, in April 1999, a second wave ooff follow up surveys was mailed to
all 309 couples to assess the changes in tested variables over time. Responses to each
wave of
o f the survey were tracked when they arrived. Approximately four weeks after
the initial mailing ooff the surveys, telephone calls which reiterated the importance ooff

48

the project and urged survey response were made to individuals/couples whose
surveys still had not been returned. Of
O f the 309 couples in the first wave of
o f data
collection, a total of
o f 234 couples returned surveys for a return rate ooff 75.6%:
75.6%.' An
incentive of $40 per couple was provided following the receipt of
o f both partners'
mailed surveys at both 1 and 2. Couples participating in both waves of
o f the mailed
o f $80. Thus, analyses for the present study were based on
survey received a total of

those couples who returned surveys for both Wave l1 and Wave 2 (N=234 couples).
Measures

The survey questionnaire was designed to assess, among other variables,
sociodemographic information, WFC, job satisfaction, family satisfaction, family
involvement and job involvement for each participant. The scales used in this study to
measure these variables have been adapted from various researchers, and are shown in
Appendix A. All reliability estimates in the present study are based on Wave 1 data.
Sociodemographic Data
Data on age, sex, ethnicity, gross annual household income, number of children,
number of parents in need of
o f care, and number of
o f hours worked per week were
collected.
Job Satisfaction
The job satisfaction measure used was adapted from Hackman and Oldham’s
Old.ham's

(1975) Job Diagnostic Survey, which measures "the degree to which the employee is
satisfied and happy with the job" (p. 162). The original measure was composed o
off five
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items, with a seven-point agree/disagree response. Two items were reversed scored.
of..76.
76.
Their study had an internal consistency reliability of

In the present study, the same five items were used. However, the responses
were reported on a 5-point scale, from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The
average score ooff these five items was used as the indicator ooff this construct. The
72 for male respondents.
internal consistency reliability was .69 for female and ..72

Family Satisfaction
To measure family satisfaction, Kopelman, Greenhaus, and Connolly (1983)
Oldham' s (1975) measure o
off job satisfaction
used 5 items adapted from Hackman and Oldham’s

with an internal consistency reliability ooff .90. The family satisfaction scale used in this
al. 's measure. This scale consisted o
off three
study was adapted from Kopelman et al.’s

items. One item was reversed scored. Responses were reported on a 5-point scale from
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The average score ooff these three items was
used as the indicator ooff this construct. The internal consistency reliability was .65 for
wives and .72 for husbands.
Supervisor Support
Supervisor support was measured using a 5-item scale, consisting of three job
job

o f .82,
reward items and two job
job concern items with an internal consistency reliability of
developed by Barnett and Brennan (1995). Responses to job reward items are reported
on a 4-point scale from not at all rewarding (1) to very rewarding (4). Responses to job
job
concern items are reported on a 4-point scale from not at all concerned (1) to very
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job reward items and reversed
o f these three job
4). The overall average score of
concerned ((4).

o f these two job concern items was used as the indicator of
o f this construct. The
scores of
internal consistency of this measure was .92 for females and .91 for males.
Work Role Stressors

job
In addition to supervisor support, Barnett and Brennan's
Brennan’s (1995) measure of
o f job
job
role quality contained skill discretion, decision authority, schedule control, job
adequacy, job security, and relationship with supervisor. The specific
demands, pay adequacy,job
sub-scales of
o f lack of
o f skill discretion and job
job demands were used here as indicators ooff
o f skill discretion and
work role stressors because Barnett and Brennan found that lack of
job
job stressors which are significantly related to psychological distress.
job demands are job

job
o f skill discretion was measured using a 5-item scale, consisting of
o f three job
Lack of
70 in Barnett
o f .70
reward items and two job concern items with an internal consistency of.
job reward items were reported on a 4-point scale
Brennan's study. Responses to job
and Brennan’s
from not at all rewarding (1) to very rewarding (4). Responses to job concern items are
reported on a 4-point scale from not at all concerned (1) to very concerned (4). The

job concern items and reversed scores of these three
overall average score of these two job
job
o f this construct.
job reward items was used as the indicator of
Job demands was measured using a 3-item
3-item scale limited to job concern items
with an internal consistency of.
o f .76
76 in the Barnett and Brennan (1995) study. The
o f these three items was used as the indicator of
o f this construct. The
average score of
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o f this measure was .81/.84 (F/M) for skill discretion and .83/.81
internal consistency of

job demands.
(F/M) for job
Job Involvement
Frone and Rice's
Rice’s
Job involvement was assessed by four items taken from Prone

job involvement scale. This was originally modified from Kanungo's (1982)
(1987) job
item was
ten-item job involvement scale. One item was reversed scored. Each item
measured using a four-point response format ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (4). The average score ooff these four items was used as the indicator ooff
Rice’s study had an internal consistency reliability of
o f .80. In
this construct. Frone and Rice's
o f this measure was .69 for both males and females.
this study, the internal consistency of
W ork Schedule Characteristics
Work

job
o f schedule control was measured using a 3-item sub-scale of
o f the jo
b role
Lack of
quality measure developed by Barnett and Brennan (1995). Responses were reported
on a 4-point scale from not at all rewarding (1) to very rewarding (4). The average
o f this construct. Barnett
reversed score of these three items was used as the indicator of
o f .74. In this study, the
Brennan's study had an internal consistency reliability of
and Brennan’s
internal consistency ooff this measure was .81 for wives and .84 for husbands.
Support
Family SuRPQrt

The measure ooff spouse support in this study has two sub categories; spouse
support with childcare and spouse support with parent care. One item, using a 3-point
Likert scale, measures spouse support with child care. The other item, using a ratio
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scale, measures spouse support with elder care. The ratio scale is based on average
o f parent care provided by respondent's
respondent’s spouse or partner divided by
hours per week of
o f parent care provided by respondent.
average hours per week of

Family Role Stressors
The measures of
o f family role stressors in this study were parent care stress,
parenting stress and spousal stress. The parent care stress measure was developed by
o f 10 items with an internal consistency
Stephens and Townsend (1997) and consisted of

reliability .80 in their study. In this study, responses were reported on a 4-point scale
o f these ten items
from not at all stressful (1) to very stressful (4). The average score of

was used as the indicator of this construct. The internal consistency reliability ooff this
measure was .78 for females and .88 for males in the present study.
The parenting stress scale was also developed by Stephens and Townsend (1997)
o f 13 items. Responses were reported on a 4-point scale from not at all
and consisted of

stressful (1) to very stressful (4). The average score of these thirteen items was used as
o f this construct. The internal consistency of
o f this measure was .88 for
the indicator of

females and .86 for males in the present study.
The spousal stress scale was originally developed by Barnett, Marshall,
Raudenbush and Brennan (1993). In
In 1997, Barnett adapted it for use in an interview
o f eight items.
script; that version was being used in this study. The measure consisted of

Responses were reported on a 4-point scale from not at all concerned (1) to very
o f these eight items was used as the indicator of
o f this
4). The average score of
concerned ((4).
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o f .89 for men and .90 for
construct. Their study had an internal consistency reliability of

women. The test-retest reliability coefficients were .95 and .81 for the men and
o f this measure was .90 for
women, respectively. In this study, the internal consistency of

females and .91 for males.
Family Involvement
Rice’s (1987) family
Family involvement was assessed by modifying Frone and Rice's
respondent’s family, including his/her
involvement items so that they referred to the respondent's

spouse, children and parent(s). This was originally modified from Kanungo's (1982)
jo
b involvement scale. This measure consisted of
o f four items. Each item utilized a fourjob
point response format ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4). The
o f these four items was used as the indicator of
o f this construct. In the
average score of
o f this measure was .84/.85 (F/M).
present study, the internal consistency reliability of
Familv-to-Work Conflict and work-to-family
work-to-familv conflict
Family-to-Work
Work-family conflict was measured using a two-dimensional measure developed
o f 10 items coded such that 1 =
=
by Netemeyer et al. (1996). This measure consisted of
strongly disagree and 5 =
= strongly agree. Five interrole conflict items, with an internal
o f .86, from Netemeyer et al. measured negative spillover from
consistency reliability of
w
ork to family (i.e. work-to-family conflict). The average score of
o f these five items
work
was used as the indicator of
o f this construct. The other five items, with an internal
o f .88, reflected the inverse: the negative spillover from family
consistency reliability of

to work (i.e. family-to-work conflict). Similar to work-to-family conflict, the average
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S4
o f these five items was used as the indicator ooff family-to-work conflict. High
score of
o f perceived WFC. The measure had an internal
scores indicated higher levels of
o f .91 for wives and .90 for husbands in this study.
consistency of

Data Analysis
The purpose ooff this dissertation was to integrate theory and research in the
exam in ation of
o f the antecedent variables of
o f work-family conflict for dual-earner
dual-eamer
examination

couples in the sandwiched generation. More specifically, this dissertation conducted a
o f job
job and family satisfaction variables
longitudinal study to test the mediating effects of

on the relationship between the antecedent variables and WFC, and between the two
o f WFC -—work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict.
forms of
First, in order to compare results for husbands and wives, two separate data sets

were created, one for husbands and the other for wives, for separate statistical analysis.
The reason for running separate analysis for husbands and wives was because these
data were not independent. Furthermore, prior research on work-family issues also
suggested considering gender effects, although no consistent results were found in this
of
issue (Gutek et al., 1991; Frone et al., 1992). Second, this study used two waves of

data and conducted regression analyses to test the indirect relationships between
antecedents and WFC. Third, the same regression analyses were used to test the

indirect relationship between the two forms of WFC through satisfaction variables.
new
Lastly, after testing the mediating effects, the results were combined to develop a new

model, which was then tested using covariance structural modeling.
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Testing Mediating Effects

The analytical steps for determining mediating effects in this dissertation
followed suggestions by Baron and Kenny (1986) (see Figure 9), which assumes a
three-variable system with two causal paths feeding into the outcome variables: the
direct impact ooff the independent variables (Path c) on outcome variable, arid
and the
impact ooff the mediator (Path b) on outcome variable. There is also a path from the
independent variable to the mediator (Path a) (1986).
Mediators are intervening variables, which could explain why a relation exists.
As Baron and Kenny explained:
"A variable functions as a mediator when it meets the following conditions: (1)

variations in levels ooff the independent variable significantly account for the
variations in the presumed mediator (i.e., Path a), (2) variations in the mediator
significantly account for the variations in the dependent variables (i.e., Path b),
(3) when Paths a and b are controlled, a previously significant relation between

the independent and dependent variables is no longer significant" (1986, p.
1176).

In order to determine that the mediating effect exists, three regression equations
need to be calculated and four conditions must hold. In this dissertation, three
regression equations were estimated in each mediating effect between the two forms ooff
WFC and between the antecedent variables and WFC through satisfaction variables.
These three regression equations were, first, regressing the mediator on the
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independent variable; second, regressing the dependent variable on the independent
variable; and third, regressing the dependent variable on both the independent variable

and on the mediator. The following four conditions must hold to demonstrate that a
variable is a mediator: 1) the independent variable significantly affects the mediator;
variable· must significantly affect the dependent variable; 3) the
2) the independent variable
mediator must significantly affect the dependent variable in the third equation; and 4)
in the third equation is
the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable in

no longer significant or shows a significant reduction from the second equation.
Several procedures were followed in testing the data analysis for establishing
mediating effects. First, in this dissertation, Wave 1 data were used for independent
o f Wave I1 and Wave 2 data were used for
variables (antecedent variables), the mean of

mediators (Job Satisfaction or Family Satisfaction) and Wave 2 data were used for
dependent variables (Family-to-Work Conflict or work-to-family conflict). Mediators
mediate the relationship between antecedents and outcomes. Since this study
in the middle point of
of
conducted longitudinal research, mediators should be measured in

the time frame being tested in order to examine the mediating effects between
o f Waveland
Wave 1 and
antecedents and outcomes. In this study, it is logical to use the mean of
Wave 2 data for the mediators. Second, to control for the large number of significance
tests, 12<.0l
p<.01 was used as the significant level for the regression analyses when testing
o f the independent variable on the
the mediating effect. Third, when testing the effect of
o f more than .10 from the beta value
dependent variable in the third equation, a drop of
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on the second equation was considered a significant reduction. Lastly, if a mediator
did not mediate any relationships between antecedents and outcomes, it was only

included as direct predictor when it had a significant effect on the outcomes.
Otherwise, the variable was dropped from the model.
After testing the mediating effects, the results were combined to develop two
separate revised models, one for husbands and one for wives. In developing these
revised models, paths that were not supported by the regression analyses were dropped
if a direct
from the model and paths representing direct influence on WFC were added if

rather than indirect effect was found in the regression analyses. Only significant
relations (n<.01)
(p<.01) in the regression analyses were included for model testing. Lastly,

after forming the new model, the whole model was tested one time only, without
further modification. The reason that this model would not be modified was because
o f this study was to confirm the model, as it was not an exploratory model.
the purpose of
if all the above mediating effects hold.
IO shows the full model if
Figure 10

Modeling Testing
Two revised models, one for husbands and one for wives, were developed for
model testing. The AMOS software (Arbuckle, 1996) was used to examine the
models.
Assessing Overall Fit of
o f a Model to the Data
o f the model was evaluated inferentially with the chi-square
The overall fit of

Goodness-of-Fit Test. The goodness-of-fit of a model to the data is determined by
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comparing the observed covariances with the covariances predicted by the model.
Small discrepancies between the two sets of
o f covariances indicate a good fitting model.

nonTherefore, the chi-square indicates a good fit when it is small and statistically non
significant, while a large chi-square indicates a poor fit. However, a non-significant
chi-square is rarely obtained since CSM requires a large sample size in order to get
stable estimates of
o f the parameters. When sample size increases, power also increases.
A good fitting model could be rejected due to small differences between the observed
and predicted value (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
o f fit, have been developed to
Other measures, which look at different aspects of
o f the model in a practical sense. Researchers usually use a variety ooff fit
assess the fit of

tests to accumulate evidence that a given model fits the data well. AMOS provides
several measures for the hypothesized model, the saturated model and the
independence model. The saturated model assumes that every variable is related to
odel is the best
every other variable. It contains all possible paths. The saturated m
model

possible model. The independence model assumes that there are no relationships in the
data. The independence model is the worst possible model. The hypothesized models
in this dissertation were evaluated relative to these two models. The following
summarizes those fit measures used as criteria to assess the fit o
off the model.
1.

- The ratio of
CMIN/DF —
o f the chi-square value to the degree ooff freedom in the

model is one ooff the model-sample discrepancy measures. The ratio is expected to
be less than 3 to 1.
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2.

RM R (Root Mean Square Residual) -—This is the square root of
o f the average
RMR.

squared amount by which the sample variances and covariances differ from the
estimates under the model. A good fit of the model is indicated by an RMR less
l 0.
than or equal to ..10.
3.

o f Fit Index) and AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of
o f Fit Index)-These
Index) - These
GFI (Goodness of
indices measure the discrepancy between predicted and observed covariances.
o f freedom. A good fit of
o f the model to the data
AGFI adjusts the GFI for degrees of

indicated by a GFI equal to or exceeding .85 and by a AGFI equal to or exceeding
.90.
4.

- These indices are based on
NFI (Normed Fit Index) and RFI (Relative Fit Index) —
o f the hypothesized model fit to the independence model fit. Values
a ratio of

indicate the degree to which the model fits better than a horribly fitting model.
RFI is the NFI adjusted for degrees of
o f freedom. A value of
o f .90 would indicate that
the model is 90% of the way between a horribly fitting model and a perfectly
fitting model and is considered a good fit.

5.

o f approximation for
RMSEA -—This index adjusts the root mean square error of
o f freedom. A good fit is indicated when the values are less than .05.
degrees of

l 0 are unacceptable.
Values greater than ..10
6.

Hoelter Critical N -—This is the value of
o f the largest sample size for which one

would accept the null hypothesis (at .05 and .10 levels). Hoelter argues that a
o f 200 or greater indicates satisfactory fit.
critical N of
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Assessing the Detailed Goodness-of-Fit of
o f the Model to the Data
The overall fit of
o f a model to the data can appear to be good, such as the Chi-

square value is small and statistically non-significant, but some relationships in the
data may not be well explained by the model. There are some other aspects ooff the
detailed fit that should be assessed.
1.

The critical ratio (C.R) tests the null hypothesis that the parameter value is equal

to zero. Since the C.R. approximately follows a t-distribution, C.R. equal or
If a parameter is not significantly
greater than 2.0 are considered significant. If

greater than zero, it could be removed from the model.
2.

Modification Indices are found for paths not included in the model and are the

decrease in chi-square value if the associated path were to be added to the model.
o f which covariances are not fit by
Standardized residuals also give an indication of

the model. As mentioned earlier in this section, the model tested in the
dissertation would not be modified since all the hypotheses are based on theories.
the
providesthe
variableprovides
latentvariable
dependentlatent
eachdependent
foreach
correlationfor
multiplecorrelation
Squaredmultiple
3. Squared
proportion of
o f variance in the variable accounted for by the relationships in the

model. Squared multiple correlations are interpreted as R-squares in regression
with acceptable values determined by the literature. These need to be considered
when testing the fit of
o f the model.

CHAPTER V
CHAPTERV

RESULTS
in Tables I
Descriptive statistics, including reliability coefficients, are reported m
and II for wives and husbands, respectively. All reliability estimates are based on
on

Wave I1 data.
Descriptive Data for Participants in the Wave I1 Survey
Three hundred and nine couples completed and returned the first wave ooff
o f 41.5 years for wives and
surveys during Spring, 1998. Participants had a mean age of
o f husbands and 94% of
o f wives were
43.5 years for husbands. Ninety-five percent of
o f children aged 18 or younger living at home was
Caucasian. The average number of

week
1.8. On average, wives spent 9.57 hours and husbands spent 7.78 hours per week
o f elderly or disabled parents. Wives worked an average of
o f 38 hours per
taking care of
week, while husbands worked an average of
o f 49 hours per week. The average gross

annual household income was $71,161; the median gross household income was
$62,500.

Descriptive Data for Participants in the Wave 2 Survey
One year later, in the second wave of
o f data, both members ooff 234 couples had
returned surveys, for a return.
return rate of
o f 75.6%. As with the first wave of
o f data, the average
o f children aged 18 or younger living at home was 1.8. On average, wives
number of
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Table I[
Mean. Standard Deviation.
Deviation- and Reliabi[ities
Reliabilities for Wives
Variable

N

Mean

Std. Deviarioa
Deviation
StcL

Reliability Alpha
Alph~

Supervisor Support
Wave lI Supervisor:-

289 3.05

0.86

.92 .

Wave 1 Lack of
o f Skill Discretion

309 1.90

0.61
0.67

.81

Wave lI Job Demand

309 2.25

0.9l
0.91

.83

Wave lI Job tnvolvement
Involvement

308 2.13

0.54

.69

Wave lI Number:-ofHours
Number o f Hours per Week

309 38.0

9.68

Wave 1I Lack of
o f Schedule Control

2.20
309 220

0.89

Wave 1I Spouse Support 'hich
wtch Child Care

303 1.46
l.46

0.51

Wave I Spouse Support with Parent Care

268 0.43

0.24

Wave 1I Parent Care Stress

284 229
229

0.73

.78

Wave 1I Parenting Stress

308 3.85

l.98
1.98

.88

.Wave
Wave 1I Spousal Stress

309 L.84
l.84

0.72

.90

Wave l1 Family [nvolvement
Involvement

305 3.7l
3.71

0.41

.84

Wave 1I Number of
o f Children

309 1.84

0.77

o f Parents in Need of
o f Care
Wave lI Number of

309 22.32
22

L
it
Lll

Wave lI W-F
W—F coo.flict
conflict

o

.

308 2.99

.98

Wave 2 W-F
W-*F coo.flict
conflict

225 2.75

1.06

Wave lLf.:.....W
F—-W coaflicc
conflict

308 2.33

.81

F—W conflict
Wave 2 F-W

225 2.09

.82

Wave 1 Job satisfaction

.66

Mean of
o f Wave I and 2 Iob
Job satisfaction

308 3.50
n_,:> 3.54
225

satisfaction
Wave 2 Job satisfaction.

230 3.57

.73

Fam ily satisfaction
Wave 1I Family

308 3.97

.70

o f Wave 1I and 2 Family
Fam ily satisfaction
Mean of

224 3.98

.61

. 225 3.98

.71

Wave 2 Family satisfaction

<

CO

if

.8
.81l

.91

.
.88
.69

.61
.65
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Table II
Mean, Standard Deviation.
Mean.
Deviation, and Reliabilities for Husbands
Variable

N

Wave 1I Supervisor Support

265 2.85

0.92

.91

Wave 1I Lack of
o f Skill Discretion

307 2.03

0.74

.84

Wave lI Job Demand

307 2.16

0.88

· .81

Wave lt Job La.volvemenc
InvoLvement

308 2.27

0.57

.69

Wave lI Number of
o f Hours per Week

307 49.5
4-9.5

11.4

Wave 1I Lack of
o f Schedule Control

307 2.43

0.93

.84

Wave lI Spouse Support with Child Care

306 2.45

0.54

-

Wave lI Spouse Support with
wich Pc!renc
Pdrent Care

267 0.55

0.24

Wave lLPareat
Parcat Care Stress

255
25.5 2.0l
2.01

0.74

.88
,8S

Wave 1I Parenting Stress

307 0.56

l.98
1.98

.86

Wave l Spousal Stress

308 1.70

0.69

.91

Wave 1I Family £nvolvemenc
Involvement

309 3.49

0.51

.85

Wave 1I Number ofChikiren
o f Children

309 1.84

0.78

Wave lI Number of
o f Par.:nts
Parents m
in Need of
o f Care

309 2.28
2.23

1.16

Wave 1I W-F
W—F conflict

309 3.11

.94

Wave 2 W-F
W—*-F conflict

226 2.94

LOS
LOS

F—*-Wconflict
Wave 1I F-W

309 2.16

.10
.70

Wave 2 F-W
F~*W conflict
\Vave

226 2.05

.70
.10

Wave l1 Job
Jab satisfaction

308 3.46

.72

Mean of
o f Wave I and 2 Job satisfaction
satisfacdon

225 3.49

.64

Wave 2 Job satisfaction

225 3.51

.76

Wave lL Family satisfactioo.
satisfaction

308 4.03

.73

o f Wave 1I and 2 Family satisfaction
Mean of

4.01
225 4.0l

.63

Wave 2 Family satisfaction

225 4.01

Mean

Std. Deviation

-

.70

Reliability Alpha
Aipr

.90

. 88 .88-

.70

.72
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spent 9.39 hours and husbands spent 7.71 hours per week taking care of elderly or
disabled parents. Wives worked an average of
o f 38 hours per week. The husbands
o f 48 hours per week. The average annual household income was
worked an average of

$73,035, with the median income at $66,000.
Tests of
o f Hypotheses
o f Work-related Conditions and WFC
Job Satisfaction as a Mediator of

Hypothesis l1
job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
Hypothesis I1 predicted that job
Supervisor support and work-to-family conflict. Results from the regression analyses
for testing mediating effects in this study are all shown in Appendix B.
For wives, using Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for

testing mediator effects, the results were: (1) Wave 1 supervisor support had a
significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .400, 12<.0l
p<.01 ) on Meanjob
Mean job satisfaction; (2) Wave I1
(Beta = -.213, 12<.0l)
p<.01) and accounted
supervisor support had a significant direct effect (Beta=

for 5.3% of
o f the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing
job
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 supervisor support and Mean job
(Beta = -.374, 12<.0l)
p<-01) on
satisfaction, Mean job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=

Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, but Wave 1 supervisor support did not. Consistent
o f results supported the mediating effect. Mean job
with Hypothesis 1, the pattern of
job

satisfaction did mediate the relationship between Supervisor support and work-tofamily conflict for wives.
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For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 supervisor support had a significant

satisfaction;; (2) Wave 1 supervisor
job satisfaction
(Beta = .434, 12<.0l
p<.01 ) on Mean job
direct effect (Beta=
% of
(Beta = -.284, 12<.01)
p<.01) and accounted for 8.1
8.1%
support had a significant direct effect (Beta=

the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2
job satisfaction,
work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 supervisor support and Mean job
Mean job
(Beta = -.313, 12<.0l)
£><01) on Wave 2 workjob satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=

to-family conflict, but Wave 1 supervisor support did not. Consistent with Hypothesis
job satisfaction did
o f results supported the mediating effect. Mean job
1, the pattern of
mediate the relationship between Supervisor support and work-to-family conflict for
husbands. In conclusion, there was an indirect negative relationship between Wave 1

supervisor support and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for both husbands and wives,
supporting Hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 2a
Hypothesis 2a predicted that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
o f skill discretion and work-to-family conflict. For wives, using Baron and
lack of

Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
were: (1) Wave l1 lack of
o f skill discretion had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.554,
P<.01 ) on Mean job
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 lack of skill discretion did not have a
job satisfaction;
Q<.01

significant direct effect on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing
o f skill discretion and Meanjob
Mean job
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave I1 lack of
(Beta = -.454, 12<.0l)
£><01) on
job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=
satisfaction, Mean job
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Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, but Wave 1 lack ooff skill discretion did not. Based on

the findings, there is no direct or indirect relationship between lack of
o f skill discretion

and work-to-family conflict. Mean job satisfaction did not mediate the relationship
between lack of skill discretion and work-to-family conflict for wives.
o f skill discretion had a
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 lack of

job satisfaction; (2) Wave 1
(Beta = -.566, p<
.01)) on Mean job
J!<.01
significant direct effect (Beta=
o f skill discretion did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 work-tolack of

family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both
Wave 1 lack of skill discretion and Mean job satisfaction, Mean job
job satisfaction had a
= -.369, p<.01)
n<.01) on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, but Wave 1
(Beta=
significant effect (Beta
o f skill discretion did not. Based on the findings, there was no direct or indirect
lack of
o f skill discretion and work-to-family conflict. Meanjob
Mean job
relationship between lack of

satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between lack of skill discretion and workto-family conflict for husbands. In conclusion, there was no direct or indirect

relationship between Wave 1 lack of skill discretion and Wave 2 work-to-family
conflict for either husbands and wives, thus failing to support Hypothesis 2a.
Hypothesis 2b
Hypothesis 2b predicted that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
job
job demands and work-to-family conflict. For wives, using Baron and Kenny's (1986)

three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results were: (1) Wave 1I
job
(Beta = -.369, n<.01)
p<.01 ) on Mean
job
Meanjob
job demands had a significant direct effect (Beta=
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satisfaction;; (2) Wave 1l job
(Beta = .397,
job demands had a significant direct effect (Beta=
satisfaction
£<.01) and accounted for 15.4% of the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict;
12<.0l)

job demands
and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 job
satisfaction,, Mean job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=
(Beta = and Mean job satisfaction

job demands (Beta=
(Beta =
n<.01) on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave 1 job
.273, £<.01)
job
£<.01). In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect of
o f Wave 1 job
.296, 12<.0l).
demands in the third regression should no longer be significant or show a significant
from the second equation. From the results, although the Beta value between
reduction :from

Wave l1job demands and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict remained significant, it
from the second to the third regression analysis (:from
(from .397 to
exhibited a big drop :from

job
.296). Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did mediate the relationship between job
demands and work-to-family conflict for wives.
job demands had a significant direct
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 job
(Beta = -.389, n<.01)
£<.01) on Mean job satisfaction;
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 job demands had a
effect (Beta=
(Beta = .456, n<.01)
£<.01) and accounted for 20.8% of
o f the variance
significant direct effect (Beta=

in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family
job satisfaction, Meanjob
job demands and Mean job
Mean job
conflict on both Wave l1 job
satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, but
Wave 1 job demands did (Beta=
(Beta = .402, 12<.0l).
£<.01). In order to show the mediating effect
existed, the effect of
o f Mean job
job satisfaction on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict should

be significant in the third regression. Contrary to expectation, the findings did not
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the
support this condition. Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did not mediate the
relationship between job demands and work-to-family conflict for husbands. In

job demands
conclusion, there was an indirect positive relationship between Wave 1I job
and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for wives, but only a direct relationship for
husbands. Thus, Hypothesis 2b was only partially supported.
Hypothesis 3

job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
Hypothesis 3 predicted that job
job
job involvement and work-to-family conflict. For wives, using Baron and Kenny's

(1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results were: (1)
job
Wave 1 job involvement did not have a significant direct effect on Mean job

(Beta=
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 job
= .200,
job involvement had a significant direct effect (Beta
satisfaction;
£<.01) and accounted for 4% ooff the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and
12<.0l)

job involvement
(3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 job
and Mean job satisfaction
(Beta = -.423,
satisfaction,, Mean job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=

(Beta=
pc.O l) on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave 1 job involvement (Beta
=
12<.0l)
job
Wave
£<.01). In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect of W
ave 1 job
.265, 12<.0l).
involvement on Mean job satisfaction in the first regression should be significant but it

job
was not. Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between job
involvement and work-to-family conflict for wives.

job involvement did have a
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 job
job
job satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 job
significant direct effect (Beta
= .227, 12<.0l)
£<.01) on Mean job
(Beta=
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(Beta = .201, n<.01)
p<.01) and accounted for
involvement had a significant direct effect (Beta=
4.1%
o f the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing
% of
4.1

job
job involvement and Mean job
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 job
n<.01) on
(Beta = -.363, £<.01)
job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=
satisfaction, Mean job
n<.01).
(B eta= .284, p<.01).
job involvement (Beta=
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave 1 job
job involvement in
o f Wave 1 job
In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect of
the third regression should no longer be significant or show a significant reduction
job
from the second equation. From the results, the Beta value between Wave 1 job
demands and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict remained significant and did not

exhibited a big drop from the second to the third regression analysis. Therefore, Mean
job
job satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between job involvement and work-to-

family conflict for husbands. In conclusion, there was a direct positive relationship
job involvement and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for both wives
between Wave 1 job
job satisfaction was a
and husband, but neither relationship demonstrated that job
significant mediator. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
Hypothesis 4a
job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
Hypothesis 4a predicted that job
o f hours worked per week and work-to-family conflict. For wives, using
number of

Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the
results were: (1) Wave 1 number of hours worked per week did not have a significant
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 number of
o f hours worked per week
job satisfaction;
direct effect on Mean job
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(Beta = .217, n<.01)
£<.01) and accounted for 4.7% of
o f the
had a significant direct effect (Beta=

variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-too f hours worked per week and Mean.job
Mean job
family conflict on both Wave l1 number of
satisfaction, Mean job
(Beta = -.368, 12<.0l)
£<.01) on
job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=
o f hours worked per week
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave I1 number of

(Beta=
(Beta = .189, n<.01).
£<.01). In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect of
o f Wave
1 number of hours worked per week on Mean job satisfaction in the first regression
should be significant but it was not. Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did not mediate
the relationship between Number of Hours Worked Per Week and work-to-family
conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (l)
(1) Wave l1 number of
o f hours worked per week
Mean job satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 number
did not have a significant direct effect on Mean.job
o f hours worked per week had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .233, 12<.0l)
£<.01) and
of

accounted for 5.4% of
o f the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when
regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave l1 number of hours worked
per week and Mean job
job satisfaction, Mean job
job satisfaction had a significant effect
= -.336, 12<.0l)
£<.01) on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave 1 number of
of
(Beta =-.336,
(Beta = .282, n<.01).
£<.01). Similar to the :findings
findings for wives, the
hours worked per week (Beta=
o f hours worked per week on Mean job satisfaction in the
effect of Wave 1 number of

first regression should be significant in order to show the mediating effect existed, but
it was not. Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between
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number of
o f hours worked per week and work-to-family conflict for husbands. In
conclusion, there was a direct positive relationship between Wave 1I number ooff hours
worked per week and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for both wives and husbands,
but no indirect relationships. Thus, Hypothesis 4a was not supported.
Hypothesis 4b

job satisfaction mediates the relationship between
Hypothesis 4b predicted that job
lack ooff schedule control and work-to-family conflict. For wives, using Baron and
Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
o f schedule control had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.394,
were: (1) Wave 1 lack of

satisfaction;; (2) Wave 1 lack of schedule control had a
P<.01 ) on Mean job satisfaction
12<.0l
(Beta = .351, 12<.0l)
p<.01) and accounted for 12.3% ooff the variance
significant direct effect (Beta=
in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family

Mean
job satisfaction, M
o f schedule control and Mean job
ean job
conflict on both Wave I1 lack of
= -.289, 12<.0l)
p<.01) on Wave 2 work-to-family
(Beta=
satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta

). In order to show
7, 12<.01
(Beta=
conflict, as did Wave 1 lack of
o f schedule control (Beta
= .23
.237,
p<.01).
the mediating effect existed, the effect of Wave 1 lack ooff schedule control in the third

regression should no longer be significant or show a significant reduction from the
second equation. From the results, although the Beta value between Wave 1 lack ooff
schedule control and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict remained significant, it did

exhibit a big drop from the second to the third regression analysis (from .351 to .237).
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Therefore, Mean job satisfaction did mediate the relationship between lack ooff schedule
control and work-to-family conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 lack ooff schedule control had a

job satisfaction; (2) Wave 1
significant direct effect (Beta
= -.392, 12<.0l)
p<.01 ) on Mean job
(Beta=
lack ooff schedule control had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .277, 12<.0l)
p<.01) and
accounted for 7.7% ooff the variance in Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when
regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on both Wave 1 lack of
o f schedule control

(Beta=
job satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta
and Mean job satisfaction,
= -.220,
satisfaction , Mean job
£<.01) on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict, as did Wave I1 lack ooff schedule control
12<.0l)
(Beta = ..191,
191, £<.01).
o f Wave
g<.01). In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect of
(Beta=

1 lack ooff schedule control in the third regression should no longer be significant or
show a significant reduction from the second equation. From the results, the Beta
o f schedule control and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict
value between Wave 1 lack of
remained significant and did not exhibit a big drop from the second to the third

job satisfaction did not
regression analysis (from .277 to .191). Therefore, Mean job
mediate the relationship between lack of schedule control and work-to-family conflict
for husbands. In conclusion, there was an indirect positive relationship between Wave
1I lack ooff schedule control and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for wives, but it was a
direct relationship for husbands. Thus, Hypothesis 4b was only partially supported.
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15
Family Satisfaction as a Mediator of
o f Family-related
Familv-related Conditions and family-towork conflict

Hypothesis 5a
5a predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
Hypothesis Sa

between spouse support with childcare and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using
Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the
results were: (1) Wave 1 spouse support with childcare did not have a significant
direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 spouse support with childcare
did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3)
when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 spouse support with
childcare and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction did not have a
significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, neither as Wave 1 Spouse
Support with Child Care. Therefore, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the
relationship between spouse support with childcare and family-to-work conflict for
wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 did not have a significant direct
effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 spouse support with childcare did not
have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when
regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 spouse support with
childcare and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a significant
effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.277, p<.01)
g<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, but Wave 1 spouse
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satisfaction
on did not
support with childcare did not. Based on the findings, Mean family satisfacti
mediate the relationship between spouse support with childcare and family-tco-work
conflict for husbands. In conclusion, there was no direct or indirect relationslhip
conflict
between Wave 1 spouse support with childcare and Wave 2 family-to-work co
n flict

for both wives and husbands, failing to support Hypothesis 5a.
Hypothesis 5b

relations;hip
Hypothesis 5b predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
wiives,
between Spouse support with parent care and family-to-work conflict. For waves,
using Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing media1.tor
m ediator

Ihave a
effects, the results were: (1) Wave 1 spouse support with parent care did not Ebave
su p p o rt with
significant direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 spouse sup:{DOrt
parent care did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-wor.lc
family-to-workz conflict;
sp o u se
and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 spmuse

support with parent care and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a
g<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, b7Ut
significant effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.191, £<.01)
b u t Wave 1
spouse support with parent care did not. Based on the findings, Mean family

pa:rent care
satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between Spouse support with panrent
and family-to-work conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1I spouse support with parent care did
not have a significant direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 s:pouse
sspouse
support with parent care did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 f&.mily-tofaurnily-to-
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work conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave

1 spouse support with parent care and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family
(Beta = -.265, i;!<.O
p<.011 ) on Wave 2 family-to-work
satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=

conflict, but Wave 1 spouse support with parent care did not. Based on the findings,
Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between Spouse support
with parent care and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In conclusion, there was no
direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1 spouse support with parent care and

Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands, failing to support
Hypothesis Sb.
5b.
Hypothesis 6a

Hypothesis 6a predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
between parent care stress and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron and
Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
were: (1) Wave l1 parent care stress did not have a significant direct effect on Mean

family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1l parent care stress did not have a significant direct
effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-toMean
ean family satisfaction, Mean
work conflict on both Wave l1 parent care stress and M
(Beta = -.213, i;!<.01)
p<.01) on Wave 2 family-tofamily satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=
work conflict, but Wave 1 parent care stress did not. Based on the findings, Mean

family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between parent care stress and
family-to-work conflict for wives.
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For husbands, the results were: (I)
(1) Wave I1 parent care stress did not have a
significant direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave l1 parent care stress did
not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when
regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 parent care stress and
Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta =
=.306, 11<.0l)
£<-01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, but Wave I1 parent care stress did not.
Based on the findings, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship
between parent care stress and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In conclusion,
there was no direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1 parent care stress and
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands, providing no support for
Hypothesis 6a.
Hypothesis 6b
Hypothesis 6b predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
between Parenting Stress and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron and
Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
were: (1) Wave 1 parenting stress had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.307, 11<.0l)
£<.01)
on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 parenting stress did not have a significant
direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2

family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 parenting stress and Mean family satisfaction,
Mean family satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work
conflict, neither as Wave 1 parenting stress. Therefore, Mean family satisfaction did
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not mediate the relationship between parenting stress and family-to-work conflict for
wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 parenting stress had a significant
g<.01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 parenting
direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = -.259, £<.01)
stress had a significant direct effect (Beta
(Beta=
g<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work
= .244, £<.01)
conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1

parenting stress and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a
(Beta=
g<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, as did
significant effect (Beta
= -.253, £<.01)
(Beta=
g<.01). In order to show the mediating effect
Wave 1 parenting stress (Beta
= .179, £<.01).

existed, the effect ooff Wave 1 parenting stress in the third regression should no longer
be significant or show a significant reduction from the second equation. From the
results, the Beta value between Wave 1 parenting stress and Wave 2 family-to-work
conflict remained significant and did not exhibited a big drop from the second to the
third regression analysis. Therefore, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the
relationship between parenting stress and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In
conclusion, there was no direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1 parenting
stress and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for wives, but a direct relationship existed
for husbands. Therefore, Hypothesis 6b was not supported.

Hypothesis 6c
Hypothesis 6c predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
between spousal stress and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron and
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Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
(Beta = -.272, Jl<.01)
p<.01) on
were: (1) Wave 1 spousal stress had a significant direct effect (Beta=

Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 spousal stress did not have a significant direct
effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-towork conflict on both Wave 1 spousal stress and Mean family satisfaction, Mean

family satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict,
neither as Wave 1 spousal stress. Therefore, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate
the relationship between spousal stress and family-to-work conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave I1 spousal stress had a significant direct
(Beta = -.463, Jl<.01)
p<.01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 spousal stress had
effect (Beta=-.463,
a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .199, Jl<.0
p<.01)
1) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and
.

(3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 spousal stress
(Beta =
and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta=

Jl<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, but Wave 1 spousal stress did not. In
-.241, p<.01)
w ith the expectation, the findings supported those conditions required for
consistency with
M ean family satisfaction did mediate the
establishing the mediating effect. Mean
relationship between spousal stress and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In
conclusion, there was no direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1 spousal stress
and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for wives, but an indirect relationship existed for

husbands, providing partially support for Hypothesis 6c.
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Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 7 predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
between family involvement and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron and
Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
(1) Wave 1 family involvement had a significant direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .289,
were: (I)
P< 01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1l family involvement did not have a
.n.<.01)
significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing
on both Wave 1 family involvement and Mean family
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on

satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2
family-to-work conflict, neither as Wave 1 family involvement. Based on the findings,
Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between family involvement
and family-to-work conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 family involvement had a significant
direct effect (Beta=
(Beta = .516, .n.<.01)
p<.01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 family

involvement did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work
conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1
family involvement and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a
(Beta = -.271, .n.<.01)
j><.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, but Wave 1
significant effect (Beta=

family involvement did not. Based on the findings, Mean family satisfaction did not
mediate the relationship between family involvement and family-to-work conflict for
husbands. In conclusion, there was no direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1
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family involvement and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands,

thus Hypothesis 7 was not supported.

Hypothesis 8a
8a predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
Hypothesis Sa
o f children and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron and
between number of

Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator effects, the results
(1) Wave 1 number of
o f children did not have a significant direct effect on Mean
were: (l)
o f children did not have a significant direct
family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 number of

effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-too f children and Mean family satisfaction, Mean
work conflict on both Wave 1 number of

family satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict,
o f children. Based on the findings, Mean family satisfaction
neither as Wave I1 number of
o f children and family-to-work
did not mediate the relationship between number of

conflict for wives.
(1) Wave I1 number of
o f children did not have a
For husbands, the results were: (l)

significant direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 number of children
did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3)
o f children
when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 number of

(Beta=
=
and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta
p<.01) on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, but Wave 1 number of children did
-.286, g<.01)

not. Based on the findings, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship
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o f children and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In conclusion,
between number of

there was no direct or indirect relationship between number
num ber of
o f children and Wave 2

family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands, failing to provide support for
8a.
Hypothesis 8a

Hypothesis 8b
Hypothesis 8b predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
o f parents in need of
o f care and family-to-work conflict. For wives,
between number of

using Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator
o f parents in need of
o f care did not have a
effects, the results were: (1) Wave 1 number of
significant direct effect on Mean
M ean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1 number ooff parents in
o f care did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict;
need of
of
and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 number of

Mean
M ean family satisfaction, M
ean family satisfaction did not
parents in need of care and Mean
have a significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict, neither as Wave 1l number
Mean
o f par
ents in need of
o f care. Based on the findings, M
ean family satisfaction did not
parents
of
in need of
o f care and family-tomediate the relationship between number of parents in

work conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 number of
o f parents in need of
o f care did
of
not have a significant direct effect on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave l1 number of

parents in need of care did not have a significant direct effect on Wave 2 family-towork conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave
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o f care and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family
1 number of parents in need of

Wave
= -.285, g<.01)
p<.01) on W
ave 2 family-to-work
(Beta=
satisfaction had a significant effect (Beta
conflict, but Wave 1 number ooff parents in need ooff care did not. Based on the findings,
Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between number of parents

in need ooff care and family-to-work conflict for husbands. In conclusion, there was no
direct or indirect relationship between Wave 1 number of parents in need of care and
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands, failing to support

•Hypothesis 8b.
•Hypothesis
f WFC through Satisfaction Variables
Mediating Effect between Two Forms oofWFC
Hvpothesis9a
Hypothesis9a
Hypothesis 9a predicted that family satisfaction mediates the relationship
between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict. For wives, using Baron
and Kenny's (1986)
m ediator effects, the results
( 1986) three regression procedure for testing mediator
were: (1) Wave 1 work-to-family conflict had a significant direct effect (Beta =-.337,
= -.337,
P < 01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave I1 work-to-family conflict had a
12<.0l)
= .330, ]2<.01)
p<.01) and accounted for 10.9% ooff the variance
(Beta=
significant direct effect (Beta

Wave
in Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when regressing W
ave 2 family-to-work
conflict on both Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and Mean family satisfaction, Mean
family satisfaction did not have a significant effect on Wave 2 family-to-work conflict,

Q<.01). In order to determine the
.310, jK.01).
but Wave 1 work-to-family conflict did (Beta=
(Beta =.310,
mediating effects, Mean family satisfaction must affect Wave 2 family-to-work

85

conflict. Furthermore, the effects ooff Wave 1 work-to-family conflict on Wave 2
family-to-work conflict should no longer be significant or show a significant reduction
from the second equation. Contrary to expectation, the findings did not support those
conditions. Thus, Mean family satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between

work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1l work-to-family conflict had a
(Beta = -225, Q<.01)
£><-01) on Mean family satisfaction; (2) Wave 1
significant direct effect (Beta=

g<.01) and
(Beta=
work-to-family conflict had a significant direct effect (Beta
= .245, £><.01)
accounted for 6% of
o f the variance in Wave 2 family-to-work conflict; and (3) when
regressing Wave 2 family-to-work conflict on both Wave 1 work-to-family conflict
and Mean family satisfaction, Mean family satisfaction had a significant effect on

,g_<.01), as did Wave 1 work-to-family
(Beta=
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict (Beta
= -.242, p<.01),
I). In order to show the mediating effect existed, the effect
p<.01).
= .190, e<.O
conflict (Beta =
o f Wave 1 work-to-family conflict in the third regression should no longer be
of
s ig n ificant or show a significant reduction from the second equation. From the results,
significant

the Beta value between Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work
conflict remained significant and did not exhibit a big drop from the second to the
third regression analysis. Therefore, there was no indirect relationship between Workto-Family and family-to-work conflict through Mean family satisfaction. In
conclusion, there was a direct positive relationship between Wave 1 work-to-family
conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict for both husbands and wives. Despite
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the
on
o f family satisfaction
empirical and theoretical support for the mediating effects of

relationship between Work-to-Family and family-to-work conflict, no mediating

effects were found in this study, failing to provide support for Hypothesis 9a.
Hypothesis 9b
job satisfaction mediates the ·relationship
relationship
Similarly, Hypothesis 9b predicted that job
between family-to-work conflict and work-to-family conflict. For wives, based on

Baron and Kenny's (1986) three regression procedures for testing mediator effects, the
results were: (1) Wave 1 family-to-work conflict did not have a significant direct
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 family-to-work conflict had a significant
effect on Mean job satisfaction;
(Beta = .502, p_<.01)
p<-01) and contributed a 25.2% of
o f variance on Wave 2
direct effect (Beta=

work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-family conflict on
job satisfaction, Mean job satisfaction
both Wave 1 family-to-work conflict and Mean job
p_<.01), as
had a significant effect on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (Beta=
(Beta = -.306, p<.01),
p_<.01). The results showed that the
(Beta = .451, p<.01).
did Wave 1 family-to-work conflict (Beta=
Beta value between Wave I1 family-to-work conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family
conflict remained significant and did not exhibit a big reduction from the second to the
job satisfaction did not mediate the
third regression analysis, indicating that Mean job
relationship between family-to-work conflict and work-to-family conflict for wives.
For husbands, the results were: (1) Wave 1 family-to-work conflict did not have
a significant direct effect on Mean job
satisfaction ; (2) Wave 1 family-to-work
job satisfaction;

p_<.01) and accounted for 9.8% of
(Beta = .313, p<.01)
of
conflict had a significant direct effect (Beta=
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variance on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict; and (3) when regressing Wave 2 work-to-

mean
family conflict on both Wave 1 family-to-work conflict and m
ean Job Satisfaction,
Mean job satisfaction had a significant effect on Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (Beta

Q<.01).
(Beta=
= -.295, p<.01),
= .316, p<.01).
g<.01), as did Wave 1 family-to-work conflict (Beta
Therefore, there was no indirect relationship between Family-to-Work and work-to-

family conflict through Job Satisfaction. Only a direct effect between Wave 1 familyto-work conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict existed over time for husbands.
In conclusion, there was a direct relationship between Wave 1 family-to-work

job
conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for both husbands and wives. Mean job
satisfaction did not mediate the relationship between Wave 1 family-to-work conflict
and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict for husbands and wives, failing to support
Hypothesis 9b.
Model Testing

III
Summary ooff results from testing mediating effects are reported in Tables EH
and IV for wives and husbands, respectively. Two revised models (see Figure 11 and
Figure 12) were developed based on the above findings for model testing for husbands

and wives separately. Covariance Structural Modeling (CSM) was used to test the
proposed models. Before testing the model, SPSS was used to screen the data and run
descriptive statistics. The SPSS data file was than imported into AMOS for testing in
the covariance structural model. Subjects with missing data were dropped listwise,
leaving a usable N ooff 215 for wives and 192 for husbands.
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Figure 11. Revised Model
Mo~el Based on Regression Analysis for the Mediating Effects for Wives.
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Figure 12. Revised Model Based on Regression Analysis for the Mediating Effects for Husbands.
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Wives' Revised Model Testing
Results for Wives’
The AMOS model ooff the relationships between antecedents and WFC for
Appendix C. The overall fit of
o f the hypothesized model was
wives is presented in Appendix.
o f the hypothesized model was significant
shown to be fair to poor. The Chi-square of
(X2(27) =
= 104.645, pR < .01). Other fit measures were also considered. The GFI was .93
(x.2(27)
indicating a good fit. However all other goodness of fit indices indicated a poor fit of
of

=
= 3.876, RMR = .32, AGFI =
= .82, NFI = .84, RFI =
the data to the model (CMIN/DF =
Hoelter=
= 97).
.67, RMSEA =.12, and Hoelter
W hen the detailed measures of
o f fit were examined, sections of
o f the model were
When

found to fit the data. Since single indicator was used to represent each latent variable
in this model, the paths between the measured variables and the latent variables were
all equal to 1. From work side, the hypothesized relationship between supervisor
Beta=
satisfaction, was significant, the Beta
= .27. This means that as
support and job satisfaction
job satisfaction level
supervisor support level increases by one standard deviation, job
increases by .27 standard deviations.
job satisfaction was
job demands and job
betweenjob
The hypothesized relationship between
job demands increases by
Beta = -.24, which indicates that as score on job
significant, the Beta=
one standard deviation, job satisfaction decreases by .24 standard deviations.
job
o f schedule control and job
The Beta weight for the relationship between lack of
of
satisfaction was -.28, which was significant. Therefore, when the score on lack of
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job satisfaction decreases by .28
schedule control increases by one standard deviation, job

standard deviations.
The jo
b satisfaction to Wave 2 work-to-family conflict path was significant
job

job
b satisfaction level increases by one
with the Beta value as -.30. This means when jo
standard deviation, work-to-family conflict level decreases by .30 standard deviations.
job involvement and workHowever, the hypothesized relationships between job
o f hours worked per week and work-to-family
to-family conflict and between number of

conflict were not significant. From family side, the hypothesized relationship between
family satisfaction and family-to-work conflict was not significant as well.

between
Among these two forms of
o f WFC, the hypothesized relationships between
(Beta = .30) and
Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (Beta=
(Beta =
between Wave l1 family-to-work conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict (Beta=

.43) were both significant. On the other hand, the hypothesized relationship between
Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict was not
significant. However, the hypothesized relationship between Wave 1 family-to-work
conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict was significant, the Beta=
Beta = .24. The result

indicated when family-to-work conflict increases by one standard deviation, work-tofamily conflict increases by .24 standard deviations.
Turning to the relationship between Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and family
satisfaction, the path coefficient is -.32, significant. This means when work-to-family
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conflict level increases by
by one standard deviation, family satisfaction decreases by .32
standard deviations for wives.
job
The squared multiple correlations for the dependent variables were .32 for job

satisfaction, .10 for family satisfaction, .23 for family-to-work conflict and .3
.377 for
work-to-family conflict. The results indicated that 23% of
o f the variance in family-towork conflict and 37% of
o f the variance in work-to-family conflict were explained by
the relationships in the model. Figure 13 shows the findings from model tested for
wives.
Next, modification indices (Mis),
(Mls ), which indicated whether there are paths
missing from the model, were examined. In the structural model, four paths were
suggested to be added to the model; the covariance between Wave 1 family-to-work
job
job involvement to job
conflict and job demands (MI=
(MI = 12.366), the path from job

(MI = 8.567), the path from Wave 2 work-to-family conflict to Wave 2
satisfaction (MI=
11.191),
), and the path from Wave 2 family-to-work
family-to-work conflict (MI = 11.191
= 14.454). Since this is a confirmatory
(MI=
conflict to Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (MI
model, these suggested paths would not be modified in this model. Future work might
extend the present findings by examining these paths suggested from the results. This
will improve the model fit to the data.
Results for Husbands'
Husbands’ Revised Model Testing
o f the relationships between antecedents and WFC for
The AMOS model of
wives' model
husbands is presented in Appendix C. Similar to the findings from wives’

'I'

Wives.
for Wives.
Model for
Figure
Fi~ure 13. Revised Model Based on Results for CSM Model
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testing, the overall fit of the hypothesized model for husbands was shown to be fair to
2(41) =
o f the hypothesized model was significant (x
(%2(41)
= 120.196, l!
p
poor. The Chi-square of

< .01). Several overall goodness of fit measures were considered. The CMIN/DF was
2.93 and GFI was .92 indicating a good fit. However all other goodness of fit indices
o f the data to the model (RMR = ..14,
14, AGFI = .82, NFI = .82, RFI
indicated a poor fit of

=.10,
= .66, RMSEA =
1 0 , and Hoelter=
Hoelter = 104).
When the detailed measures of
o f fit were examined, sections of
o f the model were

found to fit the data. Again, since single indicator was used to represent each latent
variable in this model, the paths between the measured variables and the latent
variables were all equal to I.
1.

For structural model, from work side, the hypothesized relationship between
Beta = .22. This means that
supervisor support and job satisfaction was significant, the Beta=

as supervisor support level increases by one standard deviation, job satisfaction level
increases by .22 standard deviations.
job demands and Wave 2 work-toThe hypothesized relationship between job
job
Beta = .22, which indicates that as score on job
family conflict was significant, the Beta=
demands increases by one standard deviation, work-to-family conflict level increases

job
by .22 standard deviations. Furthermore, the hypothesized relationship between job
= -.32, which indicates
Beta=
job satisfaction was significant as well, the Beta
demands and job

job demands increases by one standard deviation, job satisfaction
that as score on job
decreases by .32 standard deviations.

97
the
satisfaction,
job
and
betweenjob
Turning to the relationship between
job involvement
job

whenjob
path coefficient is .14. This means when
job involvement level increases by one
job satisfaction level increases by .14 standard deviations for
deviation,job
standard deviation,
husbands.

job
The Beta weight for the relationship between lack of
o f schedule control and job
on lack ooff schedule
satisfaction was -.23, which was significant. Therefore, when score on
control increases by one standard deviation, job satisfaction decreases by .23 standard
deviations.

job satisfaction and work-to-family conflict, it
For the relationship between job
job satisfaction level
was significant with the Beta value as -.20. This means when job
increases by one standard deviation, work-to-family conflict level decreases by .20
.2 0
standard deviations.

job involvement and workHowever, the hypothesized relationship between job
to-family conflict, between number of
o f hours worked per week and work-to-family
conflict, and between lack ooff schedule control and work-to-family conflict were not
significant.
From family side, the hypothesized relationship between spousal stress and

family satisfaction was significant, the Beta = -42, which indicates that as spousal
stress level increases by one standard deviation, family satisfaction level decreases by

.42 standard deviations.
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The hypothesized relationship between parenting stress and Wave 2 family-towork conflict was significant, the Beta = .22, which indicates that as score on
parenting stress increases by one standard deviation, family-to-work conflict level
increases by .22 standard deviations. Furthermore, the hypothesized relationship

Beta=
between parenting stress and family satisfaction was significant as well, the Beta
=..21,
2 1 , which indicates that as score on parenting stress increases by one standard
deviation, family satisfaction decreases by .21
. 2 1 standard deviations.
Turning to the relationship between family satisfaction and Wave 2 family-to-

-. 14. This means when family satisfaction level
work conflict, the path coefficient is -.14.
increases by one standard deviation, family-to-work conflict decreases by .14 standard
deviations for husbands.
Among these two forms ooff WFC, the hypothesized relationships between

(Beta=
Wave l1 work-to-family conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (Beta
= .26) and
between Wave 1 family-to-work conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict (Beta=
(Beta =
.36) were both significant. The hypothesized relationship between Wave 1 work-to-

= .13.
family conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict was significant, the Beta =
The result indicated when work-to-family conflict increases by one standard deviation,
family-to-work conflict increases by .13 standard deviations. However, the
hypothesized relationship between Wave 1 family-to-work conflict and Wave 2 workto-family conflict was not significant.
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Turning to the relationship between Wave 1 work-to-family conflict and family

satisfaction, the path coefficient is -.14. This means when work-to-family conflict
level increases by one standard deviation, family satisfaction decreases by .14 standard
deviations for husbands.

job
The squared multiple correlations for the dependent variables were .37 for job
satisfaction, .27 for family satisfaction, .30 for family-to-work conflict and .41 for
work-to-family conflict. The results indicated that 30% ooff the variance in family-to-

ex.plained by
work conflict and 41%
41 % ooff the variance in work-to-family conflict were explained
the relationships in the model. Figure 14 shows the findings from model tested for
husbands.
The Modification Indices (MI)
(Ml) indicate paths that, when added to the model,
would reduce the yx.,22 value by that MI value, making the model a better fit to the data.
In the structural model, seven paths were suggested to be added to the model; the
(Ml=
covariance between job
=
job demands level and Wave 1 family-to-work conflict (MI

(MI =
10.835), the path from Wave 1 family-to-work conflict to family satisfaction (MI=
(MI=
= 7.012), the path from
demand~ to family satisfaction (MI
5.693), the path from job demands
(MI=
job
= 5.374), the path from Wave 2 work-tojob satisfaction to family satisfaction (MI

(MI = 14.046), the path from
family conflict to Wave 2 family-to-work conflict (Ml=
parenting stress to Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (Ml=
(MI = 5.908), and the path from
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict to Wave 2 work-to-family conflict (MI=
(MI = 14.131).
Again, since this was a confirmatory model, these paths were not be modified in this

., '

Figure 14. Revised Model Based on Results for CSM Model for Husbands.
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model. Future w
ork might extend the present findings by examining these paths
work
suggested from the results. This will make the model a better fit to the data.

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
o f this dissertation was to test a model of the antecedents of
of
The primary goal of

dual-earner couples in the sandwiched
WFC using a longitudinal research design with dual-eamer
o f the present study provided partial support for the
generation. As a whole, the results of
findings and insights are discussed below.
hypothesized relationships. Several specific :findings

First, the overall fit of the models to the data will be discussed. This is followed by the
specific findings related to the study hypotheses. The antecedents of WFC were the
of
primary focus, in particular examining findings related to the mediating effects of

antecedent variables on WFC for wives and husbands separately. In addition, the
relationship between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict was also
examined. A system dynamics model representing work-family conflict was
o f applying system dynamics to work-family
constructed to demonstrate the feasibility of
o f the findings and
conflict and other related problems. Contributions and implications of

study limitations are discussed.
o f the Models to the Data
Overall Fit of
As discussed in the result section, two revised models, one for wives and one
for husbands (see Figure 11 and Figure 12), were identified based on the findings of
of

the regression analyses testing the mediating effects. By testing these antecedent
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Wave
variables together in one model
m odel and controlling for W
ave 1 work-to-family conflict

and Wave 1 family-to-work conflict, the results in this study provided support for the
relationships, and for the unique effect on WFC, as caused by
hypothesized causal relationslrips,

models
o f antecedent. Regarding the fit of
o f the m
odels to the data, the overall fit ooff
each type of
{both wives and husbands was shown to be fair to poor.
the hypothesized models for lboth

fit." Possible explanations for the findings are
approaching; "good
“good fit.”
The results were approaching
discussed later.
Findings Related to Antecedent Variables, Mediating Variables and WFC
o f this study was to gain a better understanding ooff the
The primary purpose of
relationship between antecedent variables, mediating variables and WFC. As
levels, job satisfaction
suggested by Frone et al. (1997b), domain specific satisfaction levels,job
fam ily satisfaction, were hypothesized to mediate the relationships between
and family

antecedent variables and WFC.
W FC. The results of
o f the present study provided partial
relationships.
support for the hypothesized irelationships.

Relationships between Work Conditions and WFC
showed that the mediating effects existed between
For wives, the model .showed
demands, lack of
o f schedule control, and work-to-family conflict
job demamds,
supervisor support, job

through job satisfaction level.. Consistent with expectations, the research results
job demands and lack of
suggested that supervisor support (work place support), job
job
schedule control may reduce work-to-family conflict primarily by increasing job
satisfaction. Conversely, for 'husbands,
husbands, the results showed that only one work
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condition, supervisor support, had an indirect effect on work-to-family conflict with

job satisfaction. The research results confirmed the
the relationship mediated by job
findings in previous research (Frone et al., 1997b) that supervisor support (work place

support) may reduce work-to-family conflict primarily by increasing job satisfaction.
job demands and WFC for husbands,
Regarding the relationship between job
existed, the level ooff job demands had a direct effect on
although no mediating effect existed.,

Wave 2 work-to-family conflict above and beyond Wave 1 work-to-family conflict.
job satisfaction as well. Job demands,
job demands had a direct effect on job
The level ofjob
as one kintl
kind of
o f job
job stressor, refers to the psychological demands associated with having
to work fast and hard, having a great deal to do, not having enough time, and having

conflicting demands. Job demands have been linked to psychological distress
demonstrated in both cross-sectional and longitudinal research (Barnett & Brennan,
1995; 1997). The results in this study suggested that job demands related to WFC as

will
o f job
ill also
job demands increases, work-to-family conflict level w
well. When the level of
increase. However, for husbands, job satisfaction did not mediate the relationship
between the two.
of
On the other hand, in the model for wives, neither direct nor indirect effects of
the work conditions, lack of
o f skill discretion, job
o f hours
job involvement, and number of
worked per week, on work-to-family conflict were found. For husbands, neither direct

job involvement,
o f the work conditions, lack of
o f skill discretion, job
nor indirect effects of
o f schedule control, on work-to-family
number of hours worked per week, and lack of
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conflict were found. Not finding perceived lack of skill discretion to be an antecedent

of
o f work-to-family conflict for both wives and husbands was surprising in light of
o f the
extensive research literature demonstrating that there are positive relationships
between work role stressors and WFC (Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus et al., 1987). One
possible explanation for this finding may be th.at
that lack of
o f skill discretion is not a
o f work role stressor which relates to work-family conflict. For
particular kind of

example, Frone et al. (1992) assessed three dimensions of
o f work role stressors (i.e.,
work pressure, lack of autonomy, and role ambiguity) in their study demonstrating the
positive relationship between work stressors and WFC. Their scale of
o f work role
not include the dimension of
o f lack of
o f skill discretion. Lack of
o f skill
stressors did nof

discretion, as one kind of
o f work role stressor, refers to under-utilization of
o f skills and
abilities. Previous research indicates that for both wives and husbands in dual-earner
dual-eamer
o f feeling concerned about having to do dull, monotonous
couples, the additive effects of

work was associated with psychological distress (Barnett & Brennan, 1995; 1997).
However, this construct may not be a particular work role stressor which relates to

WFC.
Furthermore, the results showed that the causal effects of
o f job involvement and
number of
o f hours worked per week on work-to-family conflict for wives, as well as the
causal effects ooff job involvement, number ooff hours worked per week, and lack of
of
schedule control on work-to-family conflict for husbands, were not significant when
controlling for Wave 1 work-to-family conflict. However, the regression results from
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testing mediating effects without controlling Wave 1 WFC demonstrated that these
work conditions were significant predictors of work-to-family conflict. The results of
of

non-significant causal relationships did not mean that these work conditions were not
important predictors ooff work-to-family conflict; however, these antecedent did not
predict unique variance of
o f Wave 2 work-to-family conflict above and beyond other

tested variables in this model.
job involvement and work-to-family
For wives, the path coefficients between job
conflict (Beta=.
(Beta = .11,
o f hours worked per week
I I, non-significant) and between number of
(Beta = .03, non-significant) were relatively low.
and work-to-family conflict (Beta=

Similarly, for husbands, the path coefficients between job involvement and work-to(Beta = .09, non-significant), between number of
o f hours worked per
family conflict (Beta=
(Beta = .12, non-significant), and between lack ooff
week and work-to-family conflict (Beta=
(Beta = .13, non-significant) were also
schedule control and work-to-family conflict (Beta=

relatively low. These weak links disappeared after testing other antecedent variables
together in the same model and controlling for Wave I1 work-to-family conflict.

Possible Reasons for Non-Significant Findings
As noted by Barnett and Brennan (1995; 1997), one concern is that a set of
of

tested antecedent variables may not be orthogonal; therefore, there is risk that failure
to find an effect for certain predictors may be attributable to multicollinearity ooff the

predictors. Multicollinearity occurs when independent variables are correlated
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In order to examine whether the problem of
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multicollinearity occurred in this study, the correlations among these work conditions
were examined. The following table shows the correlations among the antecedent
fo r wives.
variables for

Variable
11
2
2
Name
1. Supervisor 11
l.
Support
-.25** 11
2. Job
Demands
—

3

4

5

6
6

7

-

-—

-

--

-

-—
-

-

-

-

—-

-

—
I1
. 1 2 * .14*
.12*
3. Job
Involvement
—
—
4. # of
o f hours -.07
.26** .33** 11
worked/wk
.22**
.2 2 ** 1l
.0 0
-.28** .30** .00
5. Lack of
of
Schedule
Control
1 7 ** .48** .29**
.24** .31** 11
6 . Wl
W1 W-+F
W—>F -.17**
6.
-Conflict
_ 3 7 ** .15* -.08
** 11
-.31**
-.39** -.31
Mean jo b
.40** -.37**
7. Meanjob
satisfacti-0n
satisfaction
**. Correlation is significant at the .001 level
*. Correlation is significant at the .005 level
—

—

_

—

For wives, there are a few middle range correlation values among the antecedent
variables. Multicollinearity may contribute to the non-significant findings in this
study. Likewise, for husbands, the following table shows the correlations among the
antecedent variables.
Variable
Name
Supervisor
l1..Supervis-0r
Support
2.Job
Demands

11

22

3

4

5

6
6

7

11

--

-—
--

-

--

--

--

--

--—
-

-.33**

—

11

—

3. Job
3.Job
.16*
Involvement
.14*
4. # of
o f hours
worked/wk
of
5. Lack of
-.41**
Schedule
Control
6 . W1
W—>F -.22**
-.2 2 **
WI W➔F
6.
Conflict
7. Mean job
7.Meanjob
.43**
satisfaction

.10
.1 0

.13*

11
.29**

.36** -.13*

.46**
-.39**

—

11
.0 1
.01

—

-

-—

-

-—

-

-—

I1

.2 1 ** .34** .37**
.21**

.23** .15*
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—

-I1

-.2 1 **
-.39** -.21

11

**. Correlation is significant at the .001 level
*. Correlation is significant at the .005 level
From a statistical standpoint, these middle range correlations among the
o f multicollinearity may occur. From a
antecedent variables indicated that the problem of
theoretical standpoint, it could be expected that these antecedent variables may be

job
job demands, job
related to each other and that they are not independent. For example, job
o f hours worked per week are all related to the time
involvement and number of

commitment at work. Future research could examine a composite score that combines
these related measures for a more parsimonious approach.
Another possible explanation for the non-significant relationships between

these antecedents and WFC could be that the time lapse between wave 1 and wave 2
was not appropriate to test these particular relationships. A study design that
incorporates multiple waves of
o f data with relatively short time lags could be more
o f the antecedents on WFC was measured over one year in this
fruitful. The impact of

study. Although the results in this study could provide support for the causal
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less
in
WFC
on
relationships, these antecedents may have had more immediate effects

than a year. In general, the correlations between these antecedents and WFC decreased

over time. For wives, the correlation between Wave lI job involvement and Wave 1
work-to-family conflict was .29 and the correlation dropped to .20 when Wave 2
work-to-family conflict was used. The correlation between Wave 1 number of
o f hours
worked per week and Wave 1 work-to-family conflict was .34, but following year, the
o f hours worked per week and
correlation dropped to .22 (between Wave 1 number of

job
Wave 2 work-to-family conflict). For husbands, the correlation between Wave l1 job
.2 1 to .20
. 2 0 after one
involvement and work-to-family conflict dropped slightly from .21

o f hours worked per week and work-toyear. The correlation between Wave I1 number of

family conflict dropped from .34 to .23 after one year, and the correlation between
o f schedule control and work-to-family conflict dropped from .37 to .28
Wave 1 lack of

after one year. As mentioned earlier, the correlations between these antecedents and
WFC decreased over time. In order to fully explore the causal impact of these

antecedents on WFC, a study design that incorporates multiple waves of data with
relatively short time lags could be more fruitful (Frone et al, 1997a).
Wives' and Husbands'
o f Wives’
Husbands’
Differences between the Findings of
With regard to the difference between men and women, the results showed that
job
job satisfaction mediated the relationships between three work conditions and WFC
job satisfaction was related to three
Furthermore,job
for wives, but only one for husbands. Furthermore,
work conditions: supervisor support, job demands and job involvement for wives, but
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job demands, job involvement
included one more for husbands: supervisor support, job
o f schedule control. In general, job satisfaction was a stronger predictor of
of
and lack of

Beta=
Beta=
work-to-family conflict for wives, Beta
= -.30, than for husbands, Beta
= -.20.
job satisfaction for wives and
However, there were no differences in the level ooff job
husbands (mean
= 3.54 for wives; mean
= 3.49 for husbands;!=
husbands; t = .84, n
p =.40). The
mean=
(mean=

job
job satisfaction and WFC for wives would allow job
higher path coefficient between job
satisfaction to mediate more predictors in WFC. On the other hand, compared to

job satisfaction and WFC; therefore,
women, men have a lower correlation between job
job
o f a chance to mediate the relationships between other work
job satisfaction has less of
antecedents and WFC. Previous research also has similar findings. For instance,

job satisfaction
Kossek & Ozeki (1998) examines the relationships between WFC and job
job
and found that although confidence intervals overlap, the relationship between job
satisfaction and WFC may be stronger for women (-.35) than men (-.29). This may
o f relationships between work
explain why job satisfaction mediated a fewer number of

conditions and WFC for husbands than for wives in this study. This gender difference
must be viewed with caution.
In addition, the same score in these scales of
o f work conditions may not indicate
the same level of
o f stress for men and women. For example, as mentioned earlier,
previous research shows that m
ost women still hold low-power jobs (Kanter, 1993);
most
therefore, it is easy to imagine that the demand of
o f a forty-hour work week for women
with lower-power jobs could be different from a forty-hour work week for men with

Ill
111

higher-power jobs. Since gender-related work variables, such as occupational
prestige, job type and job
m ore caution must
job level, were not controlled in this study, more
be taken when reviewing the interpretation of
o f a gender differences in
in this study.

Relationship between Family Conditions and WFC
Overall, this study provided less support for the relationships, both direct or
indirect relationships, between family conditions (family antecedents) and family-towork conflict than for the relationships between work conditions and work-to-family
conflict for both wives and husbands.
o f these hypothesized relationships were significant. No direct
For wives, none of

or indirect effects of the family conditions on family-to-work conflict were found in
o f family-to-work conflict
this study. Not finding family conditions to be antecedents of
o f the extensive research literature demonstrating
for wives seemed surprising in light of

that certain family variables affect WFC (e.g. Adams et al., 1996; Aryee, 1992; Loerch
et al., 1989). The possible explanations for these non-significant relationships between
family conditions and WFC for wives will be discussed later in this section.
Results from testing mediating relationships showed that the mediator, family
o f family-to-work conflict over time for
satisfaction, was the only significant predictor of

wives. However, when testing the causal relationship, family satisfaction did not affect
Wave 2 family-to-work conflict after controlling for Wave 1 family-to-work conflict.

As the correlation between family satisfaction and Wave 1 family-to-work conflict
-.2 0 , which was not very high, the problem of multicollinearity did not occur
was -.20,
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here. The path coefficients between family satisfaction and Wave 2 family-to-work

(Beta = -.06, non-significant). This weak link disappeared
conflict was relative low, (Beta=

after testing Wave I1 family-to-work conflict in the same model.
Compared to wives, the findings provided more support for the relationships

between family conditions and family-to-work conflict for husbands, although only a
few ooff the hypothesized relationships were significant. Family satisfaction mediated
the relationship between spousal stress and family-to-work conflict for husbands.
Furthermore, a direct relationship between Wave 1 parenting stress and Wave 2
family-to-work conflict existed for husbands, although the mediating effect between
the two was not supported.

It was quite interesting to find that more family conditions predicted family-towork conflict for husbands than for wives. One explanation may lie in a particular
o f these participants in this study. In the past, the "typical"
“typical”
demographic dimension of
o f a husband who was employed full-time and a full-time
American family consisted of

housewife, primarily responsible for the household. Presumably, this arrangement
allowed the husband to focus fully at work. Since the participants in this study were
dual-eamer couples in the sandwiched generation consisting ooff wives who were also
dual-earner
employed outside the home, it is very likely that the husbands had to more fully share
household family responsibilities. Previous research demonstrates that when women
m en are more likely to be involved
become more involved in work outside the home, men

in demanding family roles (Eagle, et al., 1997; Frone & Rice, 1987). Previous research

113

aire more likely to have problems assuming
also demonstrated that men as caregivers mre
household responsibilities and to be distres:sed
distressed because their wives can no longer

interact with them (Zarit et al., 1986). This may explain why parenting stress and
husbands’ Sunily-to-work
family-to-work conflict; as men
m en may not
spousal stress have impacts on husbands'
ow taken on
on
know how to cope with the new family roles. Those husbands have nnow

new
with
notr have the skills to cope w
ith these new
duties at home, however, they still may not!:
w h y the results show stronger effects of
of
responsibilities. Furthermore, one reason why
m ay be
family conditions on family-to-work conflict for husbands than for wives, may
Ass mentioned
because these family responsibilities are mt0re
m o re salient for husbands. A

may
(duties at home, however, they still m
ay not
earlier, these husbands have now taken on duties
responsibilities. The problems of
o f social
have the skills to cope with these new respconsibilities.
Com pared to other husbands who do not take
comparison may occur here as well. Compaared
<do may feel more stress. This may explain
family responsibility, these husbands who a::lo
t o family-to-work conflict for husbands.
why those family conditions would relate t10

woman's
le is usually defined as a w
om an’s role, an
rmle
On the other hand, the caregiving ro
o f a wife or daughter. Although women
expansion of the traditional responsibilities: of

know how to cope
rode, it is likely that they know
have added work responsibilities to their role,
with family responsibility. Therefore, those family conditions would not predict
family-to-work conflict for wives.
o f significant findings between family conditions and
Regarding the lack of

family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands, one possible explanation may be
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due to measurement problems. Although the hypotheses in this study made logical
sense, some antecedents may be operationalized in a more complicated manner than
tested here. For example, the construct Spousal Support with Parent Care was
measured by one time-related item, but not emotional support from the spouse. It may
be more fruitful to examine this construct in a multi-dimensional measure.

Furthermore, due to the limited resources in this study, some variables, such as
family-time commitment and family-role overload, which have been suggested by
previous research as potential mediators between other family antecedents and WFC,

were not included in this study. Future work should extend the present findings by
e xam ining the mediating effects o
off family-time commitment and family-role overload
examining

on the relationships between other family conditions and WFC. More significant
relationships between family conditions and WFC may be found when these

antecedents are tested.
Another possible explanation for the lack of significant :findings
findings between
family conditions and family-to-work conflict for both wives and husbands may be
due to the fact that participants in this study were couples with an above average or
high income; the m
edian gross household income for the participants in this study was
median
$62,500 a year. Previous research has suggested that financial resources may better
help individuals to manage work and family demands, thus the increased resources

WFC
available to our participants may have helped to decrease their W
FC (Chapman et al.,
1994).
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In addition, the particular demographic dimension ooff these participants, people

generation. may affect the relationships between family conditions
in the sandwiched generation,
and WFC in this study. Some previous studies found that people with multiple care
responsibilities experience unprecedented demands on their time and energy which
may produce significant stress and have negative consequences, such as health
declines, feeling pressure from multiple roles and disrupted family relations (Loomis
& Booth, 1995). Therefore, this study hypothesized the negative effects ooff these
family conditions on WFC. However, on the other hand, others have suggested that
multiple roles may be beneficial to the caregivers in providing them a sense ooff
fulfillment or self-esteem, as well as social and material resources (Loomis & Booth;
Walker & Allen, 1991). This may also explain why this study found less significant
relationships between family conditions and WFC, compared to the findings in
previous research.

work-to-family conflict and
Findings Regarding the Relationships between work-to-familv
family-to-work conflict
Another goal of this dissertation was to test the mediating effects ooff job and
family satisfaction on the relationships between Work-to-Family and family-to-work
o f Frone et al’s
( 1997b) study. Contrary to expectations,
al' s (1997b)
conflicts, in a continuation of
the results provided partial support for the direct relationships between Work-toFamily and family-to-work conflict for both husbands and wives.
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For wives, the hypothesized relationship between Wave 1 work-to-family

conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict was not significant. This implied that
Wave I1 work-to-family conflict did not predict Wave 2 family-to-work conflict above
and beyond Wave I1 family-to-work conflict. However, the hypothesized relationship
between Wave 1 family-to-work conflict and Wave 2 work-to-family conflict was

significant, the Beta = .24. This implies that for wives, when family starts to affect
conflict), this will cause work to affect family (i.e. work-towork (i.e., family-to-work contlict),

family conflict), although the causal relationship for the reverse (Work-to-Family
—> family-to-work conflict) was not clear. This implies that these women may
Conflict ➔

have a good support system in their family life; therefore, when work affects family,
this will not cause the family to affect work. On the other hand, as previous research
shows, women still hold lower-power jobs than do men, which indicates that they have
less access to resources, information, and political support at work (Kanter, 1993), and
additionally implies that women may not have a good support system at work;
therefore, when family problems start to affect work, this will cause work to affect
family.
For husbands, the hypothesized relationship between Wave 1 work-to-family
= .13. However,
Beta=
conflict and Wave 2 family-to-work conflict was significant, the Beta
the hypothesized relationship between Wave 1I family-to-work conflict and Wave 2

work-to-family conflict was not significant. This indicated that for husbands, when
work begins to affect family (i.e., work-to-family conflict), this would cause family to
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affect work (i.e., family-to-work conflict), although the causal effect is relatively small

(Beta = .13). The causal relationship for the reverse (Family-to-Work Conflict ➔
—
(Beta=

work-to-family conflict) was not clear. Previous research shows that men hold higherpower jobs than women indicating they have more access to resources, information,

may
(Kanter, 1993), and additionally implies that men m
ay
and political support at work (Kanter.
have good support system at work; therefore, when family conditions affect work, this

will not cause work to affect family.
Regarding the relationships between role-related satisfaction level and WFC,
o f work-to-family conflict on family
for both husbands and wives, the impact of
satisfaction was significant (Beta=
(Beta = -.32 for wives and Beta=
Beta = -.14 for husbands). This
people’s work-to-family conflict increases, their family satisfaction
means when people's

job
decreases. Conversely, the relationship between family-to-work conflict and job
of
satisfaction was not significant for either husbands or wives. This means the impact of

Family-to-Work on job satisfaction was not clear.
one’s workOverall, the results provided partial support for the notion that if one's
one’s family-related
related problems begin to interfere with the completion of one's
one’s
obligations, these unfulfilled family obligations would begin to interfere with one's

day-to-day functioning at work and vice versa, as suggested by Frone et al. (1992).
These findings suggest that future research on WFC should consider the direct
o f both types of WFC on one another.
relationship, not indirect relationship, of
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Conclusion Regarding the Relationships between Antecedents and WFC
Compared to previous research, the research results in this study provided
wives’
stronger support for the hypothesized causal relationships. Overall, in the wives'
o f the variance in family-to-work conflict and
model, the results indicated that 22% of
o f the variance in work-to-family conflict were explained by the relationships in
37% of

the model. In the husbands'
husbands’ model, the results indicated that 29% of
o f the variance in
o f the variance in work-to-family conflict were
family-to-work conflict and 41% of
explained by the relationships in the model. While this amount of
o f variance was
o f the variance in WFC was unaccounted for by
significant, a substantial proportion of

the model. Future research should examine other factors that may affect WFC, both
directly and indirectly.
o f the models
Regarding the overall model testing, there are several limitations of

that may have contributed to poor fit. First, one possible limitation is that some
of
variables in the models may not have had reliable associated measures. Sixteen out of
o f the measures used in this study were developed by previous researchers.
eighteen of
o f the scales used in
These scales were expected to be valid and reliable. Overall, most of

this dissertation have internal consistency reliability estimates above ..70;
70; however, a
few scales do not. The coefficient alpha for the family satisfaction scale for wives is
.65, although it was .90 in Kopelman et al.
's (1983) previous study. The coefficient
al.’s
alpha for the Job Satisfaction scale for wives is .69, although it was .76 in Hackman
Oldham’s (1975) study. The internal consistency of
o f the job
job involvement measure
and Oldham's
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is .69 for both husbands and wives, although the original reliability was .80 in Frone

Rice's (1987) study. In addition, two antecedents, spouse support with childcare
and Rice’s
and Spouse Support with Parent Care, were measured with single items in this study.
While the hypotheses concerning these relationships in this study made logical sense,
perhaps these two constructs should have been operationalized differently than done in
this study. It may be more fruitful to examine these two constructs by including both
time-related issues and emotional support from spouse.
A second limitation ooff the models is that for the purpose of
o f simplicity and the

limited resources available in this study, role-related satisfaction level was proposed to
be examined as mediator between antecedent variables and WFC. However, three
major types of
o f direct predictors, role-related time commitment, role-related
satisfaction level and role overload, were identified in Frone et al's
al’s (1997b) study.

This model did not assess these mediating effects of role-related time commitment and
WFC. Future research should extend the
role overload between antecedents and WTC.
present findings by adding these paths in the model. This may make the model a better

fit to the data. Furthermore, these relationships tested in this study may not be simple
linear relationships, which can not be appropriately examined with CSM. Perhaps
there are other tools which are more appropriate to use when examining the non-linear
relationship.

In conclusion, the research results demonstrated that, first, there was more
support for the direct and indirect relationships between work conditions (work
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antecedents) and work-to-family conflict than for those between family conditions
(fam ily antecedents) and family-to-work conflict. Second, some antecedents were
(family
o f WFC and the relationships were mediated by role-specific
indirect predictors of

satisfaction level, while some showed direct effects on WFC and others showed no
effects. These results only partially supported the mediating effects ofjob satisfaction
on the relationships between antecedents and WFC, as suggested by Frone et al., 1997.
Third, a larger number of direct and indirect relationships between family conditions

and family-to-work conflict were found for husbands than for wives. Lastly, the results
provided partial support for the direct effects between these two forms of WFC,

contrary to the indirect relationships suggested by Frone et al. (1997).
o f Work-Family Conflict
A System Dynamic Model of

This dissertation has, thus far, used traditional statistical analyses to test the
indirect relationships between work and family antecedents and WFC, and to test the
relationships between the two forms ofWFC.
o f WFC. Unfortunately, standard statistical tools,
such as regression, give little insight into the workings of
o f feedback processes
associated with psychological systems; furthermore, it is difficult for these tools to
provide a broad view of
o f the whole system (Levine & Fitzgerald, 1992). For example,

in this dissertation, the results demonstrated the spillover effects between the two
o f WFC. This m~
means if one's
one’s work-related problems begin to interfere with
forms of
one’s family life, family problems would begin to interfere with one's
one’s day-to-day
one's
o f the work-family conflict
functioning at work and vice versa.
versa This spillover portion of
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system out ooff
demonstrates the negative spillover effects, which consistently drives the system
system
balance. However, in a real situation, people can establish a balance in the system

m
ost ooff the time. This spillover portion ooff WFC does not capture the feedback process
most
in the whole system.
Furthermore, traditional statistical tools describe static relationships, that is,
relationships between psychological characteristics that do not change during the
observation period. However, most of the systems are by nature complex, as the
system behavior can change over time (Levine & Fitzgerald, 1992). It is difficult for
traditional statistical tools to examine the behavior change over time and the impacts
ooflags
f lags and delays in a system.
Recognizing the dynamic nature ooff these relationships, the following section
considers the use ooff simulation modeling to further explore the situations in which
WFC arises. The value ooff this approach, in addition to allowing the researcher to
explore the inherent dynamics oofWFC,
f WFC, is that it forces the researcher to clarify his or
her understanding ooff the situation under study, and allows others to examine their
assumptions and beliefs about the structure ooff the system being studied.
A system dynamics model representing the work-family conflict system was
constructed using the STELLA simulation modeling program (Peterson & Richmond,
off this model is not to provide definitive answers to particular
1997). The purpose o

questions, but rather, it is an exploratory model that demonstrates the feasibility ooff
applying system dynamics to WFC and other related problems. The objective is to
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gain further insight into the behavior of
o f this dynamic system, and hopefully to
stimulate further research and creative thinking in the future.

The basic concept behind this model is that some antecedents generate WFC
which could create an imbalance between the work and family systems. When conflict
reaches a certain level, people would take action in order to reestablish that balance.
Interactions among the elements in the WFC system
system
Work-family conflict is a form of
o f inter-role conflict whereby the role pressures
bi
from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect. It is bi-

directional in that work interferes with family (Work-to-Family Conflict), and family
interferes with work (Family-to-Work Conflict) (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This
reciprocal relationship can produce a negative spillover effect from one role to the
other. In order to realistically capture the whole work-family conflict system, more
feedback loops, such as the action people take in order to keep the balance in the
system, need to be included in path models as well. The following are the assumptions
o f how the elements interact in this system:
of

•

Some work antecedents, such as work role stressors, generate work-tofamily conflict.

•

Some family antecedents, such as family role stressors, generate family-towork conflict.

•
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family-toand
conflict
work::-to-family
The reciprocal relationship between worlc-to-family
work conflict produces a negative spillover effect that becomes a positive

balance..
feedback loop between the two and drives the system out ooff balance.
•

In order to keep the system balanced, people would take action to try to

possible process is as follows:
bring the system back to normal. One posssible
•

conflict'"
work-to-familyconflict”
toleratework-to-family
"Abilitytototolerate
called“Ability
One
factorcalled
Onefactor
person's level
person's tolerance level to the person’s
would compare the person’s
the
o f work-to-family conflict. If th
e tolerance level is higher than the
of
tlu.ere is no action taken. If the
work-to-family conflict level, thiere
work-to-family conflict level is 1h.igher
Ihigher than the tolerance level,
people would take action.

•

"seek
doititisistoto“seek
waytotodo
oneway
actit()n,one
takeaction,
When
decidetototake
peopledecide
Whenpeople
u:sing work place supports. It takes
support” from the job, such as itsing
support"
some time for the person to rec0tgnize
reco*gnize the need.

•.

decrease
woulddecrease
work,ititwould
fromwork,
suppcortfrom
When
seekingsupport
startseeking
peoplestart
Whenpeople
level
their work-to-family conflict lev
e l and bring the system back to a
balance.

•

family-to-work
dynamicoof
the dynamic
AA parallel
f family-to-work
describesthe
processdescribes
parallelprocess
conflict.

A flow diagram was developed (see Figure 15) to explain this dynamic system.
This flow diagram explicitly demonstrates the negatrve
negati:ve spillover effect between the
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the
clarify
to
helps
which
conflict,
their
to
react
o f WFC, and how people
two types of

dynamic relationship between the two roles.
To build this model, the author made the following assumptions about the
o f each of
o f the variables.
measurement of

•

o f work-to-family conflict (WFTC) and family-to-work conflict
Level of

(FTWC) were measured by two 0Oto 5.0 scales. These two variables
o f this model was to
were considered stocks because the purpose of

understand how the work-family conflict level changed over time. A
higher score in the measured variables means a higher degree in the
construct.
•

o f support sought from work (SSW) and family (SSF) were
Amount of
0 to 5.0 scales as well. These two variables were
measured by two Oto
modeled as stocks because: a) the level could accumulate or decrease

how the
o f this model was to understand how
over time, and b) the purpose of
o f support seeking interacted with people's
people’s level of
of
changes in the level of

work-family conflict over time.
•.

Work Stressor (WS) and Family Stressor (FS) were used to represent
the work antecedents and family antecedents. These two variables
of
constantly generated work-family conflict. For the purpose of
simplicity, they were measured in two Oto
0 to 5.0 Likert scales as well.
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•

Ability to tolerate work-to-family conflict (ATWFC) and family-towork conflict (A
(ATPWC)
TPWC) were conceptualized as the level which people
could tolerate work-family conflict. These two variables were modeled
people's work-family conflict level
as converters which interacted with people’s

to decide if people would take action to seek support from work or
family in order to keep balance in this system. They were measured in
two Oto
0 to 5.0 Likert scales as well.
•

"Compare the work-to-family conflict level to
The two variables “Compare

tolerance ability (CWFCTA)"
(CWFCTA)” and "Compare
“Compare the family-to-work
(CFWCTA)" were measured as two
conflict level to tolerance ability (CFWCTA)”

converters which compared people’s
people's work-family conflict level to their
people's conflict
tolerance level. If the number is positive, this means people’s

level is higher then their tolerance level. These two factors would
function to increase the amount ooff support sought from work or family.
•

The two variables "Time
“Time to recognize the need to seek work support
(TNRWS)”
“Time to recognize the need to seek family support
(TNRWS)" and "Time
(TNRFS)”
(TNRFS)" were measured as two converters which represented the
delay, the time people need to realize they need to take action when the
conflict level is higher then they can tolerate.

•

(SSWATC
The two Attrition Time Constant variables (SS
WATC / SSFATC) were

conceptualized as the time needed for the amount of
o f support sought
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from work or family, which would drain naturally without continuing
support. For the dissipation rate for the amount ooff support sought from
work or family, the author assumed that they would not dissipate as
quickly as they increased.

•

(WSIM
The variables "Work/Family
“Work/Family Stressor Increase Multiplier (W
SIM /
FSIM)”
''Work-to-Family/Family-to-Work Spillover Increase Multiplier
FSIM)" “Work-to-Family/Family-to-Work
(WFSIM / FWSEM)”
"Work-to-Family/Family-to-Work Decrease
FWSIM)" and “Work-to-Family/Family-to-Work
Multiplier (WFDM / FWDM)”
FWDM)" were created to simulate how to let these
elements interact in
in the system.

•

Time is measured in
in months, and a time step is one month.

System Dynamic Model Testing
This model was the simplest one, which assumed the initial levels ooff all these

stocks were 0O and the mean value, 2.5 out of 5, was used for those factors which
affected the level of flow. The equations for the flows are shown in Appendix D. The
results ooff the first run ooff the model showed the general pattern that the author had
expected, i.e. when work-family conflict reached a certain level, people would start to
seek support from their work or family in order keep balance in this system, and when
work-to-family conflict increased, family-to-work conflict increased as well and vice
versa. After running this model, the author started changing these parameters in the
model in order to better simulate the real situation. The following table shows the
parameter values in each
e~ch run.
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Model
Revision

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
Revision
#1
Revision#l

WTFC
Initial
Value
0
I1
3
3
3
3

FTWC
Initial
Value
0
1
1
1
1
I1

SSW
Initial
Value
0
I1
1
1
I1
1

SSF
Initial
Value
0
I1
1
3
3
3

WFC
ATFWC AT
ATWFC

2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2
2

2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
3
3

WS

2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
4

The same parameters, as the base model, were run for a longer time in order to
better understand the pattern of the results. Figure 16 shows the results when the
o f running this model were consistent with
model was run for 60 months. The results of
the author's
author’s expectations. When work-family conflict reached a certain level, people

would start to seek support from their work or family in order to keep the system in
balance. When the work-family conflict level decreased, the amount of support would
decrease as well and vice versa.
#2. #3,
#3. #4,
#4. #5 and #6
Revision #2,

Considering the real situation, the author believed that the conflict levels and
the support sought from work and family could not be zero. The author changed the
initial levels in these stocks to 1 (Revision #2). Furthermore, the author believed that:
(1) In general, people have more work-to-family conflict than family-to-work conflict.

Therefore, the initial value was changed to 3 in the level ooff WTFC (Revision #3). (2)
People may have more support from their family than work, therefore, the initial SSF
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family-to-work
tolerate
to
ability
value was changed to 3 (Revision #4). (3) People's
People’s

conflict may be lower and the ability to tolerate work-to-family conflict may be
AT WFC was changed to 3
higher. Therefore, ATFWC was changed to 2 and ATWFC

4) Previous research shows that more work antecedents generate WFC
(Revision #5). ((4)
o f Work Stress was changed to 4
than family antecedents. Therefore, the level of

(Revision #6). The graphs generated during these simulation runs are shown in
Appendix E. The general behavior pattern is the same in all cases.
author’s expectations that the
Overall, these results were consistent with the author's
o f balance. When
antecedents would generate WFC that tends to drive people out of

conflict reaches a certain level, people would take action in order to reestablish that
balance.
o f This System Dynamic Model
Possible Improvements of
author’s knowledge.
This model was created on assumptions from the author's
Improvement could be made to the model by involving more experts in the field of
of
W FC or collecting actual data to support the relationships between these variables.
WFC

Another obvious improvement to the model would be to add different variables that
m ay affect this system, such as more work antecedent variables. In addition, it is likely
may
o f the relationships in this system are not linear, suggesting the need to rere
that many of
o f the relationships.
formulate some of
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o f This System Dynamic Model
Conclusion of
o f building this exploratory model was not to provide definitive
The purpose of
answers to particular questions, but rather, to demonstrate the feasibility of applying

system dynamics to the WFC system. The model not only allowed the author to
o f WFC, it also forced the author to clarify her
explore the inherent dynamics of
understanding of the situation under study, and hopefully, will encourage others to
o f the system being studied.
examine their assumptions and beliefs about the structure of

By constructing and presenting this exploratory model, the author hopes to stimulate
further research and creative thinking in this field.
General Conclusion of
o f this Study
o f this Study
Contributions of

With regard to the literature investigating the relationship between antecedent
variables and WFC, and between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict,
the current study contributed to and improved on existing research in several ways.
o f the work-family interface that
First, two models, one for men and one for women, of
o f antecedent variables were tested. The inclusion of
o f a wide
included a broader array of
work- and family-related antecedents within the same model facilitated
variety of work-and
o f the unique variance in WFC as explained by each type of antecedent.
assessment of

dual-earner couples in the sandwiched
Second, the present study focused on WFC in dual-eamer
generation; prior research has devoted insufficient attention to this group of
employees. Third, the present study went beyond previous research by using a
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WFC
and
variables
antecedent
between
link
longitudinal research design to test the

and between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict. The longitudinal
study provided support for the causal inference in these hypothesized relationships.
researc~ the present study demonstrated a better
Fourth, compared to the previous research,
analytical approach to testing the mediating effects between the antecedent variables
o f WFC. The data analyses procedures used in
and WFC and between the two forms of
prior researc~
research, such as Frone et al. (1997b), cannot determine mediating effects. The

present study extended previous research by testing the four conditions listed in Baron
and Kenny (1986) for establishing mediating effects between hypothesized
relationships. This analytical procedure was more accurate in determining mediating
o f using a simulation
effects. Lastly, this dissertation also demonstrated the utility of

model to study the complex dynamic ooff WFC. By developing a system dynamics
model, it is hoped that this dissertation will stimulate further research and creative
thinking.
Implications of
o f This Study

The findings also have research and practical implications. By partially
o f WFC, this study
confirming the bi-directional effects between the two types ofWFC,
provided support for the cross-domain effects between work and family. This means
that when work starts to affect family, not only does it have negative effects on the

family side, but also it has effects on the work side (i.e. work antecedents affect both
work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict). The results also provided partial
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IMore specifically, the findings
support for a parallel process from the family side. More

mechanism
echanism for why work-to-family
from the present study provided an explanatory m
family outcomes, and why familyconflict could affect work outcomes, in addition to ·family
addition to work outcomes. One
to-work conflict could affect family outcomes, in aa:idition

tli.e two
work-:family conflict is that the
o f both types of
o f work-rfamily
explanation for these effects of
dimensions affect one another directly, as supported by the present study. For this
cross-dom ain effects between work
w ork and
reason, future research should consider the cross-domain

the
o f work-famSly conflict. Furthermore, the
family when examining the outcomes ofwork-famiily
WFC
F C should consider the direct
findings also suggested that future research on W

types. ofWFC
relationship, not indirect relationship, of both typeso f WFC on one another.

In addition, the findings demonstrated gender differences regarding the
job
irmstance, the results showed that job
relationships between antecedents and WFC. For imstance,
work-to-family conflict for wives than for
satisfaction was a stronger predictor of work-to-fan:1ily
husbands, and job
ber of
o f relationships between work
m.mnber
job satisfaction mediated a fewer num

conditions and WFC for husbands than for wives im this study. Some previous studies,
such as Frone et al. (1997), tested their hypotheses -without considering gender effects.
o f work-family interface should take: potential ender differences into
Future studies of

account.
reseall'ch tool, system dynamic model,
Furthermore, this study used a special reseanrch
tine WFC system. These relationships
which demonstrated the dynamic relationships in the
simple linear relationships, which can mot
raot be appropriately examined with
be-simple
may not be
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CSM. This may explain the reason why this study did not find a good fit when testing

these relationships using CSM. Future studies should consider exploring the non-linear
relationships further.
With respect to practical implications, this study's contributions are, first, that it
demonstrated that supervisor support is a significant predictor and causal factor of
of
WFC. Supervisors could take a more active role in effectively assisting their
if companies could
subordinates in managing work and family life. This implies that if
train their supervisors to be more sensitive and supportive of
o f the needs ooff their

subordinates in balancing their work and family lives, this would increase job
satisfaction and decrease the WFC ooff their employees.
Second, by partially confirming the bi-directional effects between the two types
ooff WFC, this study provided support for the existence ooff cross-domain effects between

organiz.ational interventions, such as
work and family. These findings imply that organizational
family-friendly supportive programs (e.g., Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) and employee
programss (EAP), which help to alleviate work-to-family conflict, will have
assistant program
the resulting effect ooff also alleviating family-to-work conflict over time. As Kossek
and Ozeki noted, more research is needed on the effects ooff implementing such family-

(e.g.,
friendly supports on WFC and the resulting work and family outcomes (e.g.,
withdrawal behaviors, job
job performance, and marital satisfaction).
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Limitations and Future Research
Despite the contributions of
o f this study, this research also has limitations. First,
all of
o f the respondents
racial/cultural differences could not be tested because almost al.I

were Caucasian. The findings from this study may not apply to people with a different
ethnic or cultural background. For example, it may be possible that people in Asian
cultures are more family oriented and receive stronger support from family compared
to people in the U.S. Stronger support from family helps individuals better manage
work and family, leading to decreased WFC. Thus, future research should replicate the
present study with participants from diverse cultural backgrounds. Second, the results
for this study were derived from the self-report of the respondents, this may cause
various problems. For example, because of
o f the sensitive nature of
o f many of
o f this study's
study’s
questions concerning conflict, people might not have be willing to answer with
complete candor, and social desirability effects might have occurred. Third, because
participation in this study was limited to couples with a combined income of at least
o f this study may not be generalized to those couples whose
$40,000 a year, the results of

incomes are below $40,000 a year. Previous research has demonstrated that financial
resources help individuals better manage work and family, leading to decrease WFC
(Chapman et al., 1994). However the correlation values between income and both

types ooff WFC for both husbands and wives were not significant, suggesting that
income may not be a significant factor limiting the generalizebility ooff this study.
Regardless the effects ooff income, future work-family research should not be ignored.
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Fourth, compared to previous research, this study addressed the questions of
o f long-term
effects in this WFC system; however, having only two data points restricted the
contribution this study could make to understanding the relationships between the
trajectories ooff changes in antecedents over time and the trajectory of changes in WFC

over time. Having three data points, a study can estimate the change-over-time effects
(Barnett & Brennan, 1997). Furthermore, with 3 waves ooff data, the longitudinal study
could use wave 1I data for predictors, wave 2 for mediators, and wave 3 for criteria.
These kinds ooff results could provide stronger support for the causal effects
hypothesized for the relationships. Fifth, some variables in the models may not have
had reliable associated measures. As mentioned earlier, most ooff the scales used in this
dissertation have internal consistency reliability estimates above .70; however, a few
scales do not. In addition, two antecedents, spouse support with childcare and Spouse

Support with Parent Care, were measured with single items in this study. It may be
more fruitful to examine these two constructs with multi-dimensional measures.
Lastly, a limited set of antecedent variables was selected for the study. Future research
can further explore the relationships between other antecedents, such as family-time
commitment suggested by Frone et al (1997), on WFC, or can further explore the
mediating effect ooff employee perceptions ooff control over work (Thomas & Ganster,
1995) or family on two types ooff WFC.
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General Conclusions
A
off dual earner couples in the workforce continues
Att a time when the number o
to increase and roles in the family are constantly changing, it is very important to
understand the dynamics ooff the work-family sub-system and implications ooff the
simultaneous impact ooff the work and family systems on one another.
In conclusion, this dissertation integrates theory and research in the
dual-earner couples in the
exam
ination of the antecedents ooff work-family conflict for dual-eamer
examination
al's (1997) study, this
ofFrone
sandwiched generation. In a continuation of
Frone et al’s
job and family
dissertation uses longitudinal data to test the mediating effects ooff job

satisfaction variables on the relationships between the antecedent variables and workfam
ily conflict, and between work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict.
family
Because Frone et al.’s
al.'s 1997 model was examined using cross-sectional data, this
dissertation provides a more stringent test of the model of
o f the work-family interface.
The results indicated: (a) some work conditions were indirect predictors oofwork-tof work-tojob satisfaction level, while
fam
ily conflict and the relationships were mediated by job
family

some showed direct effects on work-to-family conflict, and others showed no effects.
These results only partially supported the mediating effects of
o f job satisfaction on the
relationships between work conditions and WFC, as suggested by Frone et al., 1997;
(b) for both wives and husbands, this study provided less support for the relationships
betw
een family conditions and family-to-work conflict compared to the relationships
between
betw
een work conditions and work-to-family conflict, and (c) no mediating effects ooff
between
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of
job
job satisfaction or family satisfaction on the relationships between the two forms of
work-family conflict were found for either husbands or wives, contrary to the indirect
relationships suggested by Frone et al., 1997.
Overall, the results demonstrated that the relationships between WFC and its
antecedents are, by nature, complex and the relationships also change over time. It is
clear that future research of
o f work-family interface must :further
further explore the dynamic
o f the work-family system.
relationships of
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Appendix A
Survey Instrument
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Job Satisfaction
is a g r e e
Strongly ddisagree

1

2

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

2

2. I frequently think of
o f quitting m
y job
my

4

3

job
1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job

Agree

________

________

job
3. I am generally satisfied with the kind of
o f work I do in my job
job
4. Most people in this job are very satisfied with the jo
b
_ _ __
5. People in this job often think ooff quitting
q uitting ________

____

________

Strongly agree
5
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lSl
Family Satisfaction

Strongly disagree

Disagree

1

2

Neither agree nor disagree
3

Agree
4

_ _ __
1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my family
fa m ily ___
2. I frequently think I would like to change my family situation
3. I am generally satisfied with the role I play in my family

Strongly agree
5
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Supervisor Support
In the past month, how rewarding have the following been:

Not at all rewarding
1

2

Just a little rewarding Somewhat rewarding Very rewarding

33

2

44

ability _ _ __
supervisor's respect for you ability________
1. Your supervisor’s

2. Your supervisor’s
o f those under him/her
supervisor's concern about the welfare of
3. Your supervisor paying attention to what you have to say

________

________

In the past month how concerned have been about:

Nnt
Not at all concerned Just a little concened Somewhat concerned Very concerned
1

2

2

33

4. Your supervisor’s
supervisor's lack of appreciation for your work
5. Lack ooff support from your supervisor

________

44
________

153

Skill Discretion
In your current job, in the past month how rewarding to you have the following been:
Not at all rewarding
1

2

Just a little rewarding Somewhat rewarding Very rewarding
33

2

44

_ _ __
work
1. Challenging or stimulating w
o rk ________
2. Having a variety ooff tasks ________
_ _ __
3. The opportunity for learning new things ________

In your current job, in the past month how concerned have you been about the
following:
Not at all concerned Just a little concened Somewhat concerned Very concerned
1

2

33

2

4. The job’s
job's dullness, monotony, lack of variety
5. The job’s
job's not using your skills

________

________

44

154

Job Demands

In your current job, in the past month how concerned have you been about the
following:
Not at all concerned Just a little concened Somewhat concerned Very concerned
11

2

2

3

_ _ __
1. Having to juggle conflict tasks or duties _________

2. Having too much to do

________

b ’s taking
m uch out of you
talcing too much
job's
3. The jo

_________

4
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Job Involvement
Agree
Disagree________ Agree______
Strongly agree
Disagree
disagree
Strongly disagree________

I1

2

3

2

4

1. The most important things that happen to me involve my present job
I.
o f my interests are centered around my job
2. Most of

job
3. I am very much involved in my job

________

________

_ _ __
o f who I am ________
job is only a small part of
4. To me, my job

________

156

Schedule Control
Not at all rewarding

1

2

Just a little rewarding Somewhat rewarding Very rewarding
2

1. Being able to set you own work schedule

3

4

________

_ _ __
2. Having hours that fit your needs ________
flexible enough that you can respond to non-work situations
3. Your job being :flexible

157
157

Spouse support with childcare
Would you say that: _ _ __

1. You are the person who takes most responsibility for seeing to the care ooff
the children in your household.
2. You and your spouse or partner share this responsibility equally.
3. Your spouse or partner takes on the most responsibility.

158

Spouse Support with Parent Care

For the parent care, the average hours per week helped by you

average hours per week helped by your spouse or partner

---~·; the

A// B
__ - - - ; Ratio ooff A
-

159

Parent Care Stress
Please indicate how stressful each ooff the following has been for you in the past month.

If a particular.
Not all stressful
1

Just a little stressful

Somewhat stressful

2

3

2

Very stressful

4

1. This parent’s
o f interest,
parent's emotional problems or moods (e.g., depression, loss of
I.
_ _ __
sadness)
sadness)________
parent's memory or cognitive problems (e.g., living in the past, forgetfulness,
2. This parent’s
confusion, repetitive questions) ________
3. This parent endangering him/herself (e.g., wandering off, driving when they
_ _ __
shouldn't)
shouldn’t ) ________

4. This parent’s
others’
parent's aggressive or inappropriate behaviors (e.g., not respecting others'
_ __
privacy, accusing others) _
________
5. This parent’s
co m m unication problems (e.g., inability to express him/herself)
parent's communication

66..

parent's agitation (e.g., being constantly restless, pacing)
This parent’s

7. This parent’s
parent's possible alcohol or other substance use
8 . This parent’s
parent's difficulty sleeping ________
8.

9. This parent’s
parent's complex medical care needs

________

parent's criticisms and complaints ________
0. This parent’s
I10.

_____
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Parenting stress
Now
o r all or your children. Please indicate how
Now think about being a parent to any or
stressful each of
o f the following has been in the past month.
N
ot all stressful
Not
1l

Just a little stressful
2

Somewhat stressful

Very stressful
4

3

2

1. Your child(ren) having problems at school

_________

2. You child(ren) not living up to their potential or to your expectations

________

they're supposed to do without being asked
3. You child(ren) not doing what they’re

o m m u n i c a t i o n with your child(ren)
4. Problems in ccommunication

________

5. Your child(ren)'s
child(ren)’s possible alcohol or
o r other substance use

___

6 . You child(ren)'s
child(ren)’s conflicts
wlth others (including their siblings)
conflic~ with
6.

How stressful has it been to:
7.

Discipline or correct your child(ren)

8.
8.

Supervise or check on your child(ren)

________

9. Offer guidance or advice to your child(ren)

________
_________

10. See that your child is (children are) cared for when they are sick
11. Help with your child(ren)’s
child(ren)' s school work or school activities

___

child(ren)'s personal care (e.g., grooming, dressing)
12. Help with your child(ren)’s
fo r your child(ren)
13. Arrange or provide transportation for

________
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Spousal Stress
how
Thinking about your relationship with your spouse of partner, in the past month how

concerned have you been about the following?
N
ot at all concerned
Not
1

Just a little concerned Somewhat concerned Very concerned

2

2

4

3

1. Poor communication with your spouse or partner

________

2. Your spouse or partner not understanding who you really are

3. Arguing or fighting

________

________

4. Your spouse or partner not backing you up in what you want to do
o f companionship
5. Lack of

________

6. Your spouse of
o f partner being critical of
o f you

________

_ _ __
7. Not getting along ________
8 . Your spouse or partner not helping around the house
8.

________

_________
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Family Involvement
we’d like you to think about your family in general, including your spouse or
Now, we'd
partner's parents.
o f your children, and your parents and your spouse's
spouse’s or partner’s
partner, each of
For each statement below please circle the response indicating the extent to which you
agree or disagree.

Strongly agree
Agree
disagree________ Disagree
Disagree________ Agree______
Strongly disagree
1l

2

2

4

3

1. The most important things that happen to me involve my family
l.

2. I am very much personally involved with my family

________

o f my interests are centered around my family
3. Most of

________

_ _ __
4. To me, my family is very large part of who I am
a m ________

________
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Work-to-Family Conflict
Again, for each statement below, please circle the response indicating the extent to which agree or

disagree. When thinking about your family, please continue to include your spouse or partner,
your child(ren) and your parents or parents-in-law.
Strongly disagree

1

Disagree
2

Neither agree nor disagree
3

Agree

Strongly agree

4

5

1. The demands of
o f my work interfere with my home and family life
l.
2. The amount of
o f time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family

responsibilities
job puts
3. Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job
onme
on me

4. My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill family duties
5. Due to my work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family
activities
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Family-to-Work Conflict
Again, for each statement below, please circle the response indicating the extent to which agree or
Again,

disagree. When thinking about your family, please continue to include your spouse or partner,
your child(ren) and your parents or parents-in-law.
Strongly disagree
11

Disagree
2

Neither agree nor disagree
3

Agree

Strongly agree

4

5

o f my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related activities
1. The demands of
2. I have to put off
o ff doing things at work because of demands on
on my time at home
Thing s I want to do at work don't
don’t get done because of
o f the demands of
o f my family
3. Things

or spouse/partner
m y responsibilities at work, such as getting to work
4. My home life interferes with my

on time, accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime
perform job-related duties
5. Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform.job-related

Appendix B
Results from the Regression Analyses for Testing Mediating Effects

Regression Analyses for the Me~iating Effect of Mean Job Satisfaction
On the Relationship between Wave 1 Supervisor Support and Wave 22 Work-to-Family
Work-to-Family Conflict for Wives
Wives
Beta

-

Regression I:
1:

R
R Square

E-value
E-value
«

Supervisor Support~
Support — — > Mean Job Satisfaction

.400**

E(l,213) = 40.498** .160

-.213**

E(l,213)
= 12.020** .053
E
(l,213)=

Regression 2:

Supervisor Support~
Support —— > Work-to-Family Conflict
Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction•·
Satisfaction"

-.374"'*
-.374**
----j+ Work-to-Family Conflict

Supervisor Support
~ *p < .05,

-.081

E(2,212) =
= 21.904** .171

**p < ,01.

,...
~

Regression Analyses for the Mediating Effect of Mean Job Satisfaction
On the Relationship between Wave ISupervisor Support and Wave ZWork-to-Family Conflict for Husbands
R Square

lk1a

E-value

.434**

E(l,193) =44.721 u .188

-.284**

F(l,193) = 16.990** .081

Regression 1:
Supervisor Support - - t Mean Job Satisfaction

Regression 2:
Supervisor Su~port

~ Work-to-Family

Conflict

.,,
Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.313°
- - t Work-to-Family Conflict

Supervisor Support

-.149*

E(2,192) = 18.358** .161

Note...*p < .05, ••12 < .01.

167

-°'
--.I

Regression Analyses
the Mediatin&
Mediating Effect
o f Mean
Mean Job
Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction
R~ssion
Analyses for,
for the
Effect of
on-the
o f Skill Discretion and Wave 2
2 Work-to-Family Conflict for Wives
on
the Relationship
Relationship between Lack of

Ikta
Regression 1:

E-value

R
Square
RSquncfi

»

Lack of Skill Discretion---►
Discretion— — > Mean Job Satisfaction

-,554**
-.554**

98.255** .307
E(l,222) = 98.255°

.122

E(l,222) = 3.379

Regression 2:
Lack of
o f Skill Discretiqij---►
Discretion— — > Work-to-Family Conflict

.015

Regression 3:
-,454**
-.454**

Mean Job Satisfaction
-------> Work-to-Family Conflict
---►
o f Skill Discretion
Lack of

N o teJ*12
,p <<.0
5 , *"'p
**p<
Note..
.OS,
<,01.
.01.

-.129

E(2,221) =20.715** .158

Rei(:ession Analyses for the Mediating Effect of Mean Job Satisfactian
on the Relationship between Lack of Skill Discretion and Wave 2 Work-to-Family Conflict for Husbands

Regression 1:

Btu\

E-value

R Square

-.566••

E(l,222) = 104.504**

.320

.077

E(l,222) ~ 1.334

.006

E(2,221) = 12.077**

,099

-

,

Lack of Skill Discretion~ Mean Job Satisfaction
Regression 2:
Lack of Skill Discretion~ Work-to-Family Conflict

Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.369**
~

Lack of Skill Discretion

Work-to-Family Conflict
-.131

NnlL •12 < .05, **12 < .01.
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....

©

Repression Analyses for the Mediating Effect of
o f Mean Job Satisfaction
Regression
on the Relationship between Job
Job Demands and Wave 2
2 Work-to-Family
Work-to-Familv Conflict for Wives

R Sguare
Square
R

Beta

F-value
f-value

-.369**

F(l,222) = 34.926** .136
f(l,222)

.397**

f(l,222)
F( 1,222) = 41.490**
41,490** .154

Regression I:1:

.«,.i
Job Demand~
Demand— —> Mean Jqb
Job Satisfaction
Regression 2:
'

Job Demand~
Demand — — > Work-to-Family Conflict
Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.273**
-.273°
------- > Work-to-Family Conflict
~

Job Demand
Note. *p < .05, **g < .01,

.296**

.215
f(2,221)
F(2,221) =
= 31.S39**
31,539** ,21S

Repression Analyses for the Mediating Effect of
o f Mean Job Satisfaction
Regression

on the Relationship between Job Demands and Wave 2 Work-to-Family Conflict for Husbands

.,.
Beta

F-value

-.389**

.151
F(l,222) = 39,581** ,151
f(l,222)=39.581**

.456**

F(l,222) = 58,326** .208
E(l,222)

R Square

Regression 11::
— — > Mean Job Satisfaction
Job Demand ~

Regression 2:
Demand — — > Work-to-Family Conflict
Job Demand~
3;
Regression 3:

Mean Job Satisfaction
------- > Work-to-Family Conflict
~
Job Demand

-.138*

,402**

F(2,221)
= 31.
31.941**
E(2,22
l) =
941 ** .224

Note.
*p < .05, **g < .01.
,01.
Note, *R

,...

....-.I

o f Mean Job
Regression Analyses
Analyses for the Mediating Effect of
Job Satisfaction

on the Relationship.between
Relationship between Job .Involvement
Involvement and .Wa^e_2.Wj?rkrtQ-Family
Wave 2 Work-to-Family Conflict for Wives
Beta

E-value

R,
R Square

,154*
.154*

E( 1,222) = 5.416*

.024

.200**
.200'*

E(l,222) = 9.260°
9.260**

.040

Regression 1:
Involvement-----Job Involvement
~
•» Mean Job Satisfaction
2;
Regression 2:
Involvement------ -> Work-to-Family
Job Involvement~
Work-to-Family Conflict

Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.423**
~
-------> Work-to~Family
Work-to-Family ConfUct
Conflict

Job Involvement
tJfltfiJ'p < .05, **p < .01.

.265**

= 30.285** .215
E(2,221) =

the Mediating Effect of Mean Job.
Job Satisfaction
Regression Analyses (or
fprjLhe.Mediating
on the Relationship between Job Involvement and Wave 2
2 Work-to-Family Conflict for Husbands

R
R Square

Beta

E-value

.221**

.021
E(l,222)
= 12.035..
E (l,2 2 2 )=
12.035** ,021

,201**
.201
*"'

E(l,222) = 9.372**

.041

21.880**
E(2,221) = 21.sso••
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Regression 1:
Involvement-----■»Mean Job Satisfaction
Job Involvement
---►

Regression 2:
Involvement-----■>Work-to-Family Conflict
Job Involvement
---►

Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.363**
-------> Work-to-Family Conflict
---►

Job Involvement

.284**

N oleJ'p
**p<
No1C*11 < .05, **p
< ,01.

U>

• I•

Rearession Analyses for the Mediating Effect
Mean lob-Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Regression
Effect. of
ofMean
on the
the Relationship
Relationship between.
between Number
Number of
o f Hours
Hours per
per Week
Week and
and Wave
Wave 2
2 Work-to-Familx
Work-to-Family Conflict
Conflict for
Wives
on
for Wives

Beta

E-value

R Square
R.
Square

-.075
-,07S

E (l,222)=
E(l,222)
= 1.253

.006

.217**
.217"'*

E (l,2 2 2 )=
.047
E(l,222)
= 10,974** ,047

1;
Regression 1:
Week — — > Mean Job Satisfaction
Number of Hours per Week~

Regression 2:
o f Hours per Week ~
— — > Work
Work-to-Family
Number of
..to-Family Conflict

Regressioh
Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.368**
------> Work-to-Family Conflict
~

o f Hours per Week
Number of

Note. *ll
*p < .OS,
.05, **12
**p < ,01.
.01.
~

.189**

E(2,221) = 24.588** .182

:o

Regression Analyses.for,
Analyses for the Mediating.Efl£Ct.ofJMeaaJQb..Satisfactiflfl
Mediating Effect of Mean Job Satisfaction
on-the
o f Hours per
Wave 22 Work-to-Family Conflict for
on
the Relationshipbetween
Relationship between Number
Number of
per Week and Waye
for Husbands
Husbands

Bela

E-value

R
Square
R .Square

.147*

E(l,222) = 4.870*

.021

.233**

E (l,2 2 2 )=
E(l,222)
= 12.687** .054

Regression 1:
Number of
o f Hours per Week ----t
—— > Mean Job Satisfaction

Regression 2:
Number of
o f Hours per Week~
Week —— > Work-to-Family Conflict

Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-~

-.336**

---t> Work-to-Family Conflict

Number of
per Week
Number
o f Hours per
~ *p

< .05, **p < .01.

.282**

E(2,221) = 21.747**
21,747u .164

EfigressiQuAnalysea.fQf.tbe.MsdiatiDg
ofMean-Job-Satisfaction
J,legression
Analyses for the Mediating Effect of
Mean Job Satisfaction
pji the RelatiQnshipLbfitw£saLaclu}£^£hedule
Control. amLWave
Work-to-Family. Conflict for Wives
qn
Relationship betwee~ Lack of Schedule Control
and Wave 22 Work-to-Family

R
R Square

Beta

E-value

-.394**

40.763** .155
E(l,222) = 40.763°

.351**

E(l,222)
31,116** .123
E(l
,222) = 31.116**

Regression I:
1:
o f Schedule Control ~
— — > Mean Job Satisfaction
Lack of

Regression 2:
o f Schedule Control~
Control —— > Work-to-Family Conflict
Lack of

Regression 3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.289**
-------> Work-to-Family Conflict
~

Lack of
o f Schedule Control
N otfiJ’H < .05, **p < .01.

.237**

E{2,221)
E(2,221) ::::26.537**
=26.537** .194

Regression
Regression Analyses
Analyses for
forthe
theMediating
MediatingEffect
Effectooff Mean
MeanJob
Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction
on
onthe
theRelationship
Relationshipbetween
betweenLack
Lackooff Schedule
ScheduleControl
Control and
and Wave
Wave22Work-to-Family
Work-to-FamilyConflict
ConflictJoLHusbands
for Husbands

R Square
R
Square

Rfita

E-value

3 9 2 * *
-.392**

E(l,222) = 40.201**
40.201
.153

Regression 11::
o f Schedule Control ~
•------- > Mean Job Satisfaction
Lack of

_

'*

Regression 2:

Lack of
o f Schedule Control~
Control -------- > Work-to-Family Conflict .277**
.211**

E(l,222)
=18.444*"'
E
(l,222) =18.444**

.077

E(2,221) =14,731**
=14,731 **

.118

Regression
Regression 3:
3:
Mean Job Satisfaction

-.220**
-.220°

.
.~
-> Work-to-Family Conflict
Lack of
o f Schedule Control

.191**
.191
"'*

,

~
< .05, *"'p
< .01.
Note, •12
*8<
**p<
.01,

J

I

I

Reiression
Analyses .fhr-th&Mediatmg-Effect-ofMeaii
for the Mediating Effect of Mean Family Satisfaction
RegressioaAnalyses
on the
the-Relationship
between Spouse
Spouse..Support
Relationship helweeq
Support .with
with Childcare and Wave 22 £amily^Q:WorkJC.onflict
Family-to-Work Conflict foLWiyes
for Wives
E-value

R_Squat£
R
Square

.057

F(l,220)
F(
1,220) = ..725
725

.003

.023

F(l,220) = .115

.001

F(2,219) = 2.979
2,979

.026

Bfila
Regression 1:

i

Childcare— — > Mean Family Satisfaction
Spouse Support with Childcare~

Regression 2:
Childcare— — ►> Family-to-Work Conflict
Spouse Support with Childcare

Regression 3:
Mean Family Satisfaction

-.161*•
-.161
-------> Family-to-Work Conflict
~

Spouse Support with Childcare

.032

Note. •12
*p <
< .05, **p <
< .01.
Nn1c...

-4
~
00

oo

Regression Analyses for the Mediating Effect of
o f Mean Family Satisfaction

on the Relationship,,bfitw,eeii.SpQUse
Relationship between Spouse Support with Childcare and
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The AMOS Model Examining for the Relationships between Antecedents and WFC
for Wives.
The AMOS Model Examining for the Relationships between Antecedents and WFC
for Husbands.
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Appendix
D
AppendixD
Model Equations for the Base Line Model
Model Equations for the Final Revised Model
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FTW C(t - dt) +■ (Rate_of_lncrease_of_Family_to_Work_Conlifct
(Rate_of_(ncrease_of_Fami!y_to_Work__Con Iifct FTWC(t) = FlWC(t
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